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Preface

The purpose of this study was to define criteria for

force module applications in RED HORSE contingency planning.
The task required an enormous amount of qualitative analysis
of what may be considered nonspecialized areas.

Fortunately, the expertise was available in many of the RED
HORSE squadrons, the engineering readiness staffs of owning
MAJCOMs, and the AF Engineering and Services Center.

One of the important crossroads of this study was defining
the research problem and identifying the scope and
objectives of the research. 1In this area, enormous
assistance was received from Major Tom Heck and Mr. Dick
Pinto, both on the TAC staff.

I also received help from many others while building
and testing the survéy instrument. Special thanks to
Captain David Clark for help in developing the
questionnaire. I also would like to thank the respondents
all of whom took the time to provide in depth responses on
the survey. Your answers have been the key to completing
the goals of this study.

This entire effort has been a valuable and, many times,
enjoyable experience. This would not have been possible
without the attention and reassurances of Capt Jon Wheeler.
He provided me with the proper perspective to get the most

out of this study.
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Most of all, I thank my lovely wife, Nina. She has
been the spark of motivation throughout this entire program.

I greatly appreciate the show of patience, understanding,

and support.
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Abstract

RED HORSE (RH) units cannot quickly deplcy uuder
current guidelines. The problem is mostly the
incompatibleness of operational guidelines with modern
constraints. Solutions exist in theory, but predictions of
success must involve changes in deployment planning, the
current "buzz word" being "force module" applications. This
study defines the criteria for RH force module applications.
This approach should bring about a more responsive
deployment capability by way of well developed planning.

Research included reviews of historical documents and
past studies such as RELOOK. Experts were surveyed to
develop additional data in support of criteria development.
The survey process was accomplished as a Delphi study which
is a data collection procedure for refining the opinions of
experts. The Delphi process normally involves several
iterations of expert interviews with the goal of reaching a
consensus among respondents.

Twenty experts were selected, but only nine
participated. Fortunately, nine is an acceptable  sample
size for Delphi processes. A consensus of expert opinion
was reached on most of the questions pertaining to criteria

development.




Results suggest basing force module criteria on multi-
attribute and multi-objective decision making. Many of the
criteria were defined while analyzing such attributes as
survivability and responsiveness under given constraints.
The criteria aim towards optimal balance of capability and
responsiveness in the framework of combat support doctrine.
Some of the broadly defined constraints include geography
and economics. Recommendations include applying this
decision framework to a quantitative decision analysis
technique.

Additionally, the results indicate RH modules can be
modified or scaled down without significant impacts to heavy
repair ~apability. The recommendation is to first identify
the incremental relationships between heavy repair

capability and quantities of people and equipment.

xi




IMPROVING THE DEPLOYING CAPABILITIES OF
RED HORSE
(A FORCE MODULE APPROACH)

I. Introduction

Overview
This chapter discusses the background of this research

effort. This thesis examines the problems affecting the
rapid response capability of Air Force Civil Engineering
(AFCE) combat units which are better known as RED HORSE.
Specifically, the chapter is divided into seven areas: (1)
general issue, (2) definitions, (3) research problem, (4)
research objectives, (5) assumptions, (6) scope, and (7)

background.

General Issue

RED HORSE units lack the ability to quickly mobilize
all of their personnel and tactical equipment under current
operational guidelines (36). The problem is caused by
several factors one being the incompatibleness of existing
operational guidelines and resource taskings with modern
constraints, that is, ". . . the gap between mission
requirements and capability . . .” (36). During the past 4
or 5 years, several initiatives have been underway to

improve the deployment capability of RED HORSE units. For




example, the RED HORSE RELOOK study--of 1985 to 1986--tested
several options of UTC (unit type code) configuration.
Talcrtunately, this researcher is not aware of any
successful initiatives.

There are several active, guard, and reserve units
located in the CONUS, Pacific, and European theaters. Each
unit has tried several techniques to improve deployment
capability but all have been unsuqcessful due to restraints
presented by a 17 year old concept which forces them to
mobilize under standard procedures for all RED HORSE units
(14). Unfortunately, the mobility requirements of theater
based units are actually quite different from CONUS based
units. The location of each unit produces unique
requirements which impact strategic planning, prepositioning
requirements, and transportation availability, all of which
directly influence deployment capability. Furthermore,
changes to equipment and vehicle authorizations have made it
difficult to deploy RED HORSE and still meet departure times
specified by AFR 93-9. These are some of the concerns the
Air Force recently began to address with the formation of a
TAF (Tactical Air Force) RED HORSE Steering Committee (36).
The committee has addressed a force module deployment
concept. Force modules should aid quick reaction capability
by providing improved response under notional taskings where
various force mixtures are required. Force modules should

be an efficient tool for crisis planning.




Definitions

Deployment capability has many connotations and is also

commonly discussed by other military units and services.
Thus, the meaning of certain terms must be specified to
prevent ambiguous interpretations of the concepts. The
following definitions were derived from both the Department

of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms and

discussions in references cited.

Contingency Support Operations. Actions which are

required to aid, protect, complement, or sustain other
forces. Actions should be based on reasonable anticipation
0f the enemy threat.

Deployment Capability. Quality associated with the

ability to move forces to desired areas of operation.

Force Module. Group of combat, support, and service

support forces (with supplies) for a specified period,
usually 30 days. Elements of force modules are combined or
separately identified to allow easy adjustments in the TPFDD
(Time-Phased Force and Deployment Data) which adds
flexibility to c¢risis planning (1). For this research,
force modules shall not be solely dependent upon operation
plans or plans used in deliberate planning.

Heavy Repair Capability. Quality associated with the
ability to restore heavily damaged facilities, utilities,
and pavements to serviceable condition. Usually requires

large earth moving capability.




Notional Tasking. Orders based on quick, careful
contemplation, and theoretical speculation of required
objectives. Orders are usually the result of crisis
Planning and are translations of the assignment of expected

effort in various geographic areas for a given period.

Specific Research Problem

This research addresses specific deployment capability
issues of RED HORSE units and recommends criteria for
changes to the current concept of mobility procedures (for

contingency support operations) in RED HORSE. 1In their

first meeting minutes, the TAF RED HORSE Steering Committee
identified the issues and problems with RED HORSE mobility,
specifically, the inability to quickly deploy (36). This
study attempts to address the following concerns: Can RED
HORSE teams be modified to reduce the amount of necessary
equipment without detriment

to heavy repair capability? What factors should be

considered to achieve a balance between heavy repair and

rapid response?

Research Objectives/Investigative Questions

In addition to addressing the two concerns mentioned

above, the objective of this research is to define the
criteria and standards for force module applications in RED
HORSE. 1Ideally, a well developed force module approach

should lead to a feasible concept of operations (for




contingency support) that would bring about a smoother, more
flexible, and more responsive deployment capability for RED
HORSE. The researcher will attempt to meet this objective
by analyzing the current mobility team structures-~-in view
of force module applications—-assuming other policy related
actions such as prepositioning are acceptable. The
following questions guided the research effort:

1. What were the early considerations or factors used
in determining the original support requirements and
team composition in RED HORSE?

2. What are some specific problems which have impaired
deployment capability?

3. What techniques were employed in past attempts to
improve deployment capability?

4. What are current recommendations for improving
deplcyment capability?

5. What techniques are other military branches using
to deploy similar combat engineering units?

6. What relevant planning factors are crucial to
tailoring a RED HORSE deployment?

7. How does the heavy repair mission relate to
mobility requirements for RED HORSE?

8. What are possible combinations of personnel and
equipment that will improve the current response
capability of RED HORSE while still meeting mission
requirements, that is, revised force modules?

Assumptions

Several assumptions were made to analyze the
feasibility of force module applications in improving RED
HORSE deployment capability; they are:

1. Changing the mission of RED HORSE is beyond the

scope of acceptable (politically acceptable) solutions
to the problems associated with deployment capability.




2. The doctrine of AFCE and RED HORSE will not change
significantly during this study.

3. Prepositioning of various equipment and supplies

for RED HORSE is possible if supported by Air Force
leadership and funded by the Department of Defense.

Scope and Limitations

Due to the nature and scop2 of this study, a detailed
analysis of problems in each unit cannot be accomplished.
Therefore, the greater part of this research effort focuses
on the problems of those units which are located outside of
the continental US. Special attention was given *to the
problems of the RED HORSE unit located in Korea, the 554th
RED HORSE Civil Engineering Squadron (RHCES). The 554th is
the unit which has recently stimulated the greatest amount
of concern at major command level and higher. Also, recent
literature and experience make the unit an excellent case
study example to support the research. Even more, this is
the only unit in which the assigned MAJCOM (major command)
Directorate of Engineering has explicitly requested that TAF
consider redefining the mobility team concept for RED HORSE.
Obviously, answering the first few research questions
requires a generic analysis of RED HORSE operations as
applied to all units and as such, this was performed.

As in the case with studies on the history of
warfighting aspects of AFCE, one research constraint is the

lack of abundant and detailed documentation on RED HORSE




development and problems. However, the data provided in

other student theses suggest the available sources may be

sufficient to answer the questions.

The most significant limitation is the lack of well
documented data that might be used to develop standards for
force module applications in RED HORSE. The force module
concept is relatively undeveloped for RED HORSE application.
The concept was partially tested in 1984-1986 at the 823rd
RED HORSE Civil Engineering Squadron under a program called
RELOOK (42). RELOOK is discussed more in later chapters.
Events such as the RELOOK study proved that the force module
concept is one not readily accepted by the Civil Engineering
Community. Consequently, surveys, questionnaires, and
interviews were carefully planned to filter distortions from

personal biases and peolitical pressures.

Background

Current Concerns for RED HORSE. Some of the proplems

with RED HORSE have already been uncovered in the early
exploration stage for this study. Most of the information
was obtained through unstructured interviews with several
members of the TAF RED HORSE Steering Group Committee.

The first meeting of the RED HORSE Steering Committee
was held on 11 December 1987 at Eglin Air Force Base,
Florida. The briefings that took place at that meeting
centered around several aspects of RED HORSE operations: (1)

RED HORSE's inability to move quickly., (2) need for




strategic placemenﬁ of RED HORSE units, and (3)
prepositioning of equipment and materials. "They [the
steering committee] concluded that RED HORSE is seriously
impaired by the lack of timely deployment capability and the
[non~] availability of prepositioned assets to satisfy
mission requirements" (36).

The minutes of the first steering committee meeting
listed the following as some of the current RED HORSE issues
(relevant to this study):

1. Must analyze threat and existing infrastructure.

2. Must have theater identified wartime tasks and
projects.

3. Must better define host nation support.
4. Must better describe equipment needs and users.
5. Refine concepts of operation for RED HORSE.

6. Reassess manpower capabilities and force
composition.

7. Develop a standard planning method for each theater
of operations.

8. Develop equipment and force module approaches to
improving quick reaction capability (36).

Summary

This research involves the deployment capability of RED
HORSE. Senior leaders in the Air Force are concerned about
the inability (of the Air Force) to quickly mobilize and
deploy RED HORSE units. The problem has taken some time to
mature, but it is important that one does not vi.w it solely

as a unit responsibility. The units have tried various




methods to improve deployment capatility, but have found

little success. This chapter has highlighted the general

problem, objectives, scope, and limitations of this
research. The background in this chapter provides the
current issues of RED HORSE deployment capability. The
background also adds more impetus to the concerns of threat
analysis, force requirements, and flexible planning.
Chapter 2 provides more of the necessary background
information. Specifically, the discussion includes the
mission and operations of RED HORSE, the historical
development of RED HORSE, and a review of past research on

this topic.




II. Background

Overview

This chapter discusses the information necessary to
understand why RED HORSE is experiencing problems. The
chapter also provides additional guidance for achieving the
objectives of this research. To understand the problems,
one must know how the problems came about and that requires
a knowledge of the RED HORSE mission and development. Even
more, in the usual problem solving process, a common
framework helps to describe the solutions. This research
presents AFCE doctrine as a potential framework for the
findings, recommendations, and conclusions.

The results and methodologies of past research on
deployment capability helped t¢ provide guidance and
structure to the research effort. The only comparable past
research that could be found was done by Major James T.

Ryburn who was also a major player in the RELOOK study.

Mission

The mission of the 554 RHCES, which is fundamentally
the same as the mission of all other active RED HORSE units,
is as follows:

A RED HORSE squadron performs heavy damage repair
required for recovery of critical Air Force facilities
and utility systems required for aircraft launch and
recovery that have been subjected to enemy attack or to
natural disaster; accomplishes required engineering
support necessary for beddown of weapon systems, and
the installation of critical utility and support
systems required to initiate and sustain operations,
especially in austere, bare base environments:

10




provides, in peacetime, an engineering response force
that can support special operations such as an aircraft
crash or a nuclear weapon accident recovery in remote
areas or can operate contingency airfields in remote
areas or operating locations required by Joint Chiefs
of Staff missions; and is manned, equipped and trained
to conduct heavy engineering operations as independent
self-sustaining units (with resupply of consumables) in
remote hostile locations. The primary objectives of
the RED HORSE program are to develop and maintain a
highly skilled, mobile, self-sufficient Air Force
combat engineering force capable of rapid response and
independent operations to support contingency
operations worldwide; provide supplementary training to
make sure that Air Force RED HORSE military personnel
are able to perform direct combat support tasks
including unique engineering capabilities maintained
only by RED HORSE squadrons and develop and maintain
Air National Guard (ANG) and United States Air Force
Reserve (USAFR) RED HORSE forces for direct combat
support (S50).

The important goals mentioned in the above mission statement

are:

1. Heavy repair for recovery of critical facilities
and utility systems after attack or natural disaster.

2. Engineering support in remote areas for
- beddown of weapon systems in austere
environments.
- aircraft crash or nuclear accident
recovsary.
- operation of contingency airfields.

3. Operate as independent self-sustaining units in
remote hostile locations.

4. Maintain a highly skilled, highly mobile, and self-
sufficient combat engineering force. for worldwide

support.
5. Provide training to maintain unique capabilities.
Organization

This section fucuses on the internal organization of

RED HORSE as it relates to mission and more importantly, the

11




deployment capability. In actuality, RED HORSE has two
coexisting organizational s:tructures, one for peacetime (or
day-to-day) operations and the other for contingency
operations. One could say there is truly only one
organizational structure similar to a matrix organization.
The matrix gives RED HCRSE the internal command and control
necessary for rapid response to contingencies.

The peacetime organization is shown in the figure

below.

Figure 1. Peacetime Organizational Structure
"~ |

Commander
Deputy commander

Training Safety

Unit Mobility Center Funds Management

Admain Engineering Operations Logistics Detachments

E Design E Structural
Site Devel. Pavements

Logistics Plans
Vehicle Maint.
Supply

Food Services
Medical

(14)

For mobilization planning, the contingency structure of
RED HORSE consists of three echelons, RH-1, RH-2, and RH-3.

In force planning documents (such as the Air Force War and

12




Mobilization Plan, volume 3), each echelon is recognized as

a separate UTC with separate personnel and equipment

requirements (14).

RH~1 is 16-man unit which determines the advanced
engineering requirements for regeneration of RED HORSE
forces and the beddown of other incoming forces. The Chief
of Engineering is the RH-1 team chief. RH-1 should be air
transportable and cap.ble of performing airfield surveys,
base development planning, and materials requirement
planning. RH-1 should also be deployable within 12 hours on
initial notification to deploy (14).

RH~2 is a 93-man unit which is the smallest RED HORSE
force module to contain heavy repair capability. The
Squadron Vice Commander is the team chief. RH-2 should be

deployable after 48 hours and its mission includes:

1. Land clearing, site stabilization and area drainage
earthwork essential to force beddown at an undeveloped
location.

2. Erecting Harvest Eagle, Harvest Bare, and other
temporary relocatable facility substitutes required for
force beddown.

3. Performing rapid runway repair.
4. Repairing bomb-damaged facilities and systems using

field expedient methods and available materials.

5. Installing or expanding and repairing essential
utility systems to support force beddown, including
airfield lightira.

6. Installing expeditionary aircraft arresting
barriers.
7. Providing initial c¢ivil engineering support, except

fire fighters, to deploying forces.

13




8. Constructing water wells as necessary to meet
deploying force water requirements.

9. Performing explosive demolition operations as
required heavy bomb damage repair, erecting basic
shelters (14).

RH-3 is a 295-man unit which possesses the greatest

amount of heavy earth-moving equipment and shop tools. The

Squadron Commander is the team chief. RH-3 should be

deployable after six days and its mission includes:

1. Accomplishing heavy repair of bomb damaged
facilities and utility systems.

2. Erecting Harvest Eagle, Harvest Bare, and other
temporary relocatable facility substitutes required for
force beddown.

3. Installing essential utility systems to support
force beddown, to include airfield lighting.

4. Operating mineral products plants (crusher, katch
plants, block plant) if required, when plant equipment
not normally included in peacetime equipage is
supplied.

5. Performing explosive demolition operations as
required.

6. Operating independently of base operating support
if consumables are resupplied.

7. Performing rapid runway repair (14).

Historical Development (9)

Air Force Civil Engineering RED HORSE squadrons have

faced role identification and mobility difficulties since

the end of the Vietnam War (44:Abstract). This is a

significant problem for Air Force Civil Engineering because

RED HORSE units are the only combat-heavy construction and

repair capability of the United States Air Force.

14




A deeper analysis of the problems (impairments to

operational capability) of RED HORSE is gained by

understanding both the development of the AFCE contingency
support capability'and the problems with c¢ivil engineering
doctrine. Why should the development and doctrine be
included as important background information to a study on
current problems with mission capability of RED HORSE? The
answer is simply to make effective improvements to mission
capability one must first understand the mission. Gaining a
complete understanding of the mission of RED HORSE requires
an analysis of the development of combat support and
contingency response capability in the context of AFCE. The
doctrine of AFCE will guide the problem solving effort and
will also be the framework for presenting solutions. The
next few pages of this study provide a concise view of the
development of AFCE contingency support capability and the
unofficial civil engineering doctrine -- with relevance for
the study of current RED HORSE problems.

AFCE history suggests since the Air Force became a
separate military service in 1947, the engineering support
capability for Air Force contingencies has been cuspect.
With the creation of an autonomous Air Force, the Army
engineers were given total control of the engineering
functions responsible for contract and troop construction
support to the Air Force. At the end of the Korean War, the

Secretary of Defense increased the Air Force's

15




responsibility to only minor base level maintenance and
repair (41:191). Part of this decision specified that the
Army would remain the contract and troop construction agent
for both sérvices (2:34). One reason for giving some
responsibility and control to the Air Force was that the
Army heavy construction battalions did not support the Air
Force well during the Korean War.

Not long after the end of the Korean War (in 1958), the
Air Force Civil Engineering organization was tasked to
support a build-up of forces in Southwest Asia (41:191).
Unfortunately, AFCE was not prepared; they had no plan or
procedures to deploy forces for airbase operations in
foreign countries. Fortunately, thcy were flexible enough
to organize a plan which involved pooling their own organic
repair capabilities to create mobility repair teams. "This
plan was called the Civil Engineer Mobile Team Concept"”
(2:37). The mobile teams provided USAFE (US Air Forces,
Europe) with the capability to rapidly respond to
contingency situations anywhere in the European theater
{41:195). As this study will later show, this concept of
rapid response for meobilization is a key aspect of the civil
engineering wartime capability and a key criteria of the RED
HORSE mission. Two important aspects of the Mobile Team
Concept were (1) plans tc establish support agreements with
host countries thus defining tvpes of expected support and

(2) organization of modular mobile teams which could be

16




deployed to "... hot-spot lccations and operate air bases in

an emergency" (2:37). The following guidelines were used in

structuring the mobility teams:

1. Constructing teams of limited size by taking
Airmen from available USAFE resources.

2. Ensuring "detachable cells"” existed with the team
structure to provide limited operation and
maintenance capabilities.

3. "The entire team would function only in support of
essential operation and maintenance."

4. The Army would continue to provide heavy
construction capability.

5. The teams would possess quick response and
deployment capabilities.

6. Teams would augment in-garrison engineering work
forces and would be augmented by other teams as
appropriate (2:37).

In 1961, the Air Force was again called on to support a
force build-up, this time in Europe. The tasking for AFCE
was to provide support for the beddown of deployed forces.
The challenge for AFCE was to quickly mobilize the recently
formed mobility teams and create plans to handle the 1200
percent increase in facility requirements (2:38).
Unfortunately, AFCE had not been given the responsibility
nor the resources to handle the task alone. The AF greatly
needed Army and contractor support. Unfortunately, the Army
could not support the Air Force; instead the Air Force

relied heavily on contractor support. AFCE, with help from

17




contractors and host nation laborers, was able to "... avert
what could have been a dismal failure of reinforcement
strategy" (6:7).

Prime BEEF. In 1963, a joint Civil Engineering and
Manpower study paved the way for the development of a new
civil engineering mobility structure. This structure would
improve the mobility and combat support capabilities of AFCE
mobility teams. The study pointed out the deficiencies of
not having organic contingency response capability within
AFCE which also correlates with the problem of relving on
the Army for construction support. The concept was called
Prime BEEF (Base Engineer Emergency Forces). The
improvements of this concept over the old were: (1) better
force structure alignment for improved command and control
and training, (2) standardized team modules, (3) prepackaged
tool kits, and (4) designated team composition for minimum
repalr capability (2:40-42). The Prime BEEF concept
translated into a major improvement of AFCE contingency
support capability. However, AFCE still lacked in-house,
combat-heavy repair capability.

Vietnam Era and the Creation of RH. In 1965, the first

Prime BEEF teams deployed to Vietnam. These teams

constructed many fortifications for aircraft parking and
also constructed living quarters for 4900 arriving airmen
(2:50). Every 120 days a new Prime BEEF team arrived to

replace the old. By August 1965, the rotating Prime BEEF
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teams completed construction of major sewer, water, and

power distribution systems. Each Prime BEEF deployment

proved successful and gained enormous attention from
military and congressional leaders (2:51). Although the
program seemed successful, AFCE leaders recognized they were
not keeping up with rapid increases in construction
commitments caused by the escalating force build-up. AFCE
did not possess the capability to rapidly construct the
additional airfield pavement for parking to support the huge
influx of aircraft. Also, new airbases were required to
relieve overcrowding at existing bases (51:28). AFCE
desperately needed help and that help would come not from
the Army but from the Navy.

The Navy operated as the contract construction agent in
Vietnam and was thoroughly familiar with construction
contracting requirements in Vietnam. The Navy aided AFCE by
contracting support from two US contractors (40:3).

However, the Secretary of Defense, Robert McNamara, and the
Secretary of the Air Force, Harold Brown were concerned with
the fact AFCE did not possess the capability to rapidly
construct and repair airfields. As a result of this
concern, AFCE,.leaders decided to develop that rapid response
capability (51:28). 1In 1965, AFCE organized two 400-man
heavy repair squadrons. These squadrons were called RED

HORSE.
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Initially, RED HORSE supplemented the Navy's contracted
airfield construction efforts (40:4). As time progressed,
RED HORSE became involved in the construction of hardened
shelters, modular facilities and other mission essential
facilities (2:67). Together, the Prime BEEF teams and RED
HORSE squadrons were successful. Eventually they were

phased out of Vietnam as US involvement decreased.

AFCE Doctrine

A student thesis quctes General Curtis Lemay as saying:

"At the heart of warfare lies doctrine. It
represents the central beliefs for waging war in order
to achieve victory. Doctrine is of the mind, a network
of faith and knowledge reinforced by experience which
lays the pattern for the utilization of men, equipment
and tactiecs. It is the building material for strategy.
It is fundamental to sound judgment" (51:1).

A more fundamental description of doctrine is the "...
principles by which the military forces or elements thereof
guide their actions in support of national objectives™ (11).
Moreover, military doctrine is derived through knowledge
which has been accumulated from past events, previous
demonstrations of armed conflict tempered with political
influences.

The AFCE organization lacks any formal documentation or
pure bhilosophy which describes its doctrine. Why does this
deficiency exist? One reason is that until recently (within
the last three to five years), there was little effort and

desire to analyze the historical significance of AFCE's role

for combat support in the spectrum of warfare from low
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intensity conflict to conventional (general) warfare. It is

in these experiences we would hope to find sound military

practice and proven concepts on which to base operational
doctrine. Another reason for this deficiency is the
inability to define a doctrine consistent with both the
wartime and peacetime missions of - AFCE. This researcher
believes the nonparallel growth of the two missions presents
an even tougher barrier to developing effective doctrine.

The lack of operational doctrine (or lack of clearly
defined concepts of cperaticn) caused AFCE leadership to
"reinvent the wheel every time our nation went to war,
especially in the post-Second World War (WW II) era” (51:2).
The Vietnam War is good example; if the AFCE leaders would
have fully integrated lessons learned from previous wars
into doctrine (with anticipatory guidelines) for force
beddown and combat support, many of the airbase construction
problems would have been thought of and perhaps solved
before the deployment of engineering forces.

Doctrine "... is the foundation on which CE [AFCE]
logically builds its strategy and tactics" (31:8). As
proven by history, success in combat depends heavily on
doctrine.

Although AFCE has no formally approved doctrine, there
is an informal doctrine which is suggested by the civil
engineering directives and regulations. "AFCE practices

informal doctrine, for example, by building for over two
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decades on a wartime force characterized by mobile engineer

teams" (39:12). The informal doctrine does provide the

necessary concepts on which tc base operations, but there
are some shortfalls. The informal doctrine of AFCE has
neglected to include lessons learned from past contingencies
and has also neglected to recognize elements of change in
technology. 1In each of the past military conflicts, AFCE
made mistakes because of these shortfalls in doctrine. In
summary, some of the most common mistakes were:

1. Relying on other agencies for heavy repair and

construction and not preparing alternative plans of

support.

2. Not ensuring that available military construction

technology was compatible with weapon systems to be

supported.

3. Not adapting or producing flexible contingency
plans for deployments in various geographical areas.

4. Not correctly assessing force (manpower and

equipment) requirements to match required levels of

combat support.

From the informal doctrine, HQ USAF has drafted AFM 2-
XX, the first version of what may eventually become a
engineering readiness division of Tactical Air Command
formalized doctrinal statement (30). The following figure
was patterned after one in AFM 2-XX. The figure shows the
L ]

. 4 . . . .
relationship ¢cf criteria to other doctrinal planning

concepts.
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Figure 2. Planning Engineering Contingency Support
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ast Research and Studies

The preliminary research uncovered two studies dealing
with RED HORSE force structure. One was "RELOOK", the
result of a "restructuring initiative" by HQ TAC/DED (47).
The other was an Air Command and Staff College (ACSC) report

by Major James T. Ryburn entitled Missions and Mobility

Configurations for RED HORSE (44).

The RELOOK Study. RELOOK's purpose was to develop and

test new deployment modules by using the 823rd RHCES as a
pilot unit. RELOOK's initial objectives were to reduce the
"heaviness" of individual modules and to improve allocation
of force modules by eliminating inefficient taskings and

force match-ups (47:2).
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RELOOK has several advantages and disadvantages
compared with this and other studies. Discussions with
RELOOK participants indicate RELOOK was handicapped at the
onset. The timing was inappropriate because Prime BEFEF was
just completing its reorganization. The higher
organizational (major command) influences crcated symptoms
of group think and political conformity.

In the 1987 Concept of Operations planning conference,
Brigadier General Ahearn, HQ USAF/LEE, suggested that RED
HORSE operations should be comparable to the new Prime BEEF
forces (32). Even though this statement was made after
RELOOK, this same philosophy is believed to have affected
the decisions regarding RELOOK's initiatives. At the onset
of RELOOK, the Prime BEEF structure was in flux. No
documented evidence has been found, but it is believed the
reorganization of Prime BEEF had some influence ¢- the
decisions regarding the implementation of RELOOK
recommendations. For instance, simultaneous transitions for
both RED HORSE and Prime BEEF may not have been politically
acceptable for senior AFCE leadership.

Another apparent disadvantage was the top-down
organizational influences in planning and organizing RELOOK.
"RELOOK was flawed in original concept . . .," because it
was another compromise to meet various missions (44:18).
RELOOK's evaluators attempted to find a politically

acceptable balance between heavy repair and construction
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capability and rapid response. This may have precluded the

testing of other options.

The advantages in RELOOR were (1) the ability to
physically test new configurations and (2) the support
provided to the 823rd by HQ TAC and the AFESC. The 823rd
tested several options and in January 1986 selected the one
which best met the original goals (47). The option selected
is listed as "option 1" in Appendix A.

A key issue regarding unit self-sufficiency was
addressed in the final RELOOK report. RED HORSE has limited
self-sufficiency. "RED HORSE has the ability to survive or
operate, but they cannot do both simultaneously" (47:35).
They do not train to be proficient at providing long term
security defense in extremely hostile areas. Consequently,
we must assume that RED HORSE would deploy to low threat
areas, most likely a COB or MOB (47:36).

Ryburn's Research. Major James T. Ryburn's ACSC report

presented a different approach to revising RED HORSE force
modules. Instead of compromising between heavy repair and
rapid response, Ryburn saw a need to develop a dual
structure to respond to both ". . . theater [conventionall
requirements and lesser contingencies while complementing
the role of Prime BEEF" (44:vi). Ryburn also attempted to
define a doctrine or mission statement in support of his
dual mobility structure. He suggested a doctrine which

accommodates (1) complementary roles of RED HORSE and Prime
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BEEF, (2) differences in crisis and deliberate planning., and
(3) differences in low intensity conflict and theater
conventional warfare (44:vi).

Ryburn's methodology included a review of historical
reports and regulations, an analysis of current and
suggested configurations, and interviews with contingency
plannars.

Ryburn concluded that RED HORSE should operate around a
dual structure which supports both (1) theater plans based
on prepositioned assets and (2) specific taskings for
contingency response. His recommendation is listed as

"option 2" in Appendix A.

Summary

Obvicusly, RED HORSE was created to give the Air Force
organic heavy repair and construction capability, thus
reducing its dependence on other agencies. This chapter
touches on the creation of RED HORSE and its role in the
larger AFCE mission and doctrine. RED HORSE was created out
of the needs of Vietnam. Its structure was designed to
support those needs but also given the same characteristics
of the earlier mobile teams.

The organization, as discussed in this chapter, is what
is used today. The current structure 1s the result of
numerous changes since the Vietnam era. This structure is
discussed in more depth in the next chapter.

The discussion on doctrine presented a few common
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mistakes or problems which still plague AFCE. These four

problems may not be the antecedents of RED HORSE deployment

concerns but they do seem closely related.

AFCE is working to solve the problems, but
unsuccessfully to this date. Various studies have addressed
the problems with doctrine and with deployment capability.
Each approach differs slightly, but their importance lie in

the exploration of alternatives.




III. Literature Review

Overview

T e purpose of this chapter is to identify, develop,
and investigate additional data supporting the analysis in
remaining chapters. This chapter also focuses on the
important research issues with regards to the 554th RHCES.
The discussion also partially covers how the current RED
HORSE structure was designed. It also covers the mobility
processes of RED HORSE, factors which inhibit deployment
capability, and potential solutions identified in the

literature.

Designing a REL HORSE Module

Historical Perspective. Earlier discussions revealed

that RED HORSE was designed to provide the AF a heavy repair
and construction capability in Southeast Asia. (The key
word is capability.) What has not yet been discussed is how
and who decided what combination of manpower, equipment, and
supplies would produce that capability.

Why a RED HORSE? Before the creation of RED

HORSE, Prime BEEF operated as an emergency force in Vietnam.
Prime BEEF would perform expedient work ". . . until a
greater construction contract effort could be programmed,
funded, mobilized and put to work" (45:6). This worked fine
for awhile but some recognized that this was not the best

way to manage base recovery efforts. One major problem was
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that changing requirements created a constant flux in Prime

BEEF tactics, unit deployments, and force levels (45:6). 1In

1965, PACAF requested that HQ USAF develop a '. . . more
stable and capable heavy repair and emergency construction
capability based upon experience . . ." in Vietnam (45:7).

Fortunately for engineering forces in Vietnam, the AF
had already initiated a study on the development of a heavy
construction capability. This study was the AF's response
to a classified memorandum from Secretary of Defense
Mcnamara to the Secretary of the AF. Secretary Mcnamara
wanted to know if the AF could develop a capability--similar
to the Marines--to construct expeditionary airfields (12).
As discussed earlier, two RED HORSE squadrons were created
to provide that capability in Vietnam. They were not
identical to the Marine or Army units, 44% the strength of
Army battalions and 54% that of Navy SEABEEs; however, they
did do the job for the AF (45:8).

Mission and Capability. In their study, the AF

spelled out the following reasons for initially creating RED

HORSE:

1. To provide bomb damage recovery beyond the recovery
efforts of base's forces.

2. To support tactical force deployments [force
beddown] .

3. To provide (in 30 days) expeditionary airfields and
austere facilities if Army or Navy was unable (12:2).
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These three elements are the seeds of the expanded RED HORCE
mission that is discussed under the section on current
structure.

Having direct feedback from the Vietnam experiences,
the AF obviously had a feel for what the mission of the new
RED HORSE squadrons should be. However, they were still
left with determining the actual force composition. No

documentation was found to verify how the RED HORSE
designers came up with the manpower and equipment breakout
for the 400-man units. However, it is safe to assume that
these units were modeled after the Army and Navy battalions.
Documentation on the AF's study does say that manning
requirements were developed based on planning factors from
Army manuals and "empirical factors provided by field test"
(12:4). Requirements were also based on the need for
certain capabilities such as:

1. An engineering staff to plan work.

2. Advanced airfield survey teams.

3. Expedient bomb damage repair based on a 20-hour
work day.

4. Expeditionary airfield construction.

5. Beddown of 1000-man force.

6. Utility system construction.

7. Well drilling.

8. Rapid runway repair using AM-2 matting {(8-hour work
day.
9. Ability to perform field maintenance on vehicles.
10. Mess and dispensary operations.

11. Ability to move by air and convoy.

12. Overhead personnel for administration, supply., and
costing.

13. 90-day [intra~theater] deployment capability.

14. Barrier installation capabilities.

15. "Capability to deploy "blocks"™ ([sic] of skills for
specific tasks . . ." (l2:atch 1).
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This long list of capabilities obviously indicates the

designers wanted RED HORSE to have much more than just heavy

repair and construction capability. They wanted the units
to be mobile, deployable, and self-sufficient (to a limited
degree). These three qualities are discussed in greater
detail in succeeding paragraphs.

Of the fifteen capabilities listed above, the principal
concern of senior leaders was the AF's ability (or lack of)
to construct airfields. Although one of the reasons for
creating RED HORSE was to provide the AF the capability to
construct expeditionary airfields, the squadrons were
"manned and equipped principally for vertical construction
of combat theater standards" (45:8). The AF explicitly
stated that units could not perform semi-permanent and
permanent airfield construction (l2:atch 1).

Mobile and Deployable. This researcher believes a
distinction is implied in the definition of "mobile" versus
"deployable.”"” The designers most likely wanted the units to
be mobile in the sense that units could quickly and
effectively dispatch blocks of skills to respond to
emergencies within the theater of operations. For instance,
they probably meant that work party teams should be able to
quickly convoy to construction sites. The designers
probably intended RED HORSE to be deployable in the sense
that units could quickly and effectively prepare packages

for deployment to areas that were most likely beyond the
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effective range of command and contreol for the units.
Deployed elements would operate independently under regional
command and control for either inter- or intra-theater
deployments. This inference about the intended differences
between "mobile” and "deployable” is based on readings of
several RED HORSE squadron unit histories. It appears that
the units were intended to be mobile for ground deployments,
but at the same time, in-garrison units were to be easily
deployable to other areas of operations, either by air or
surface. However even then, the designers knew that RED
HORSE was not fully suited for airlift. They knew that some
equipment would be too large for available cargo aircraft.
They also estimated that 105 C-130 loads were required to
move the 977 tons of equipment and supplies (12:atch 1).

The possibility of dedicating this amount of airlift to RED
HORSE was and still is low.

Self-sufficient. The units were also intended to

possess limited self-sufficiency. Thus, they would possess
certain capabilities that would allow them to deploy
entirely or as smaller portions, being able to operate
independently (for 90 days) in both states with 1little
support from outside. The units would be given their self-
sufficiency through their logistics functions: vehicle
maintenance, messing, dispensary, and supply.

Another aspect of self-sufficiency is the ability to

provide active defense in hostile environments. In their
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study, the AF stated that RED HORSE units could not perform

base perimeter security (12:atch 1). The initial plan was

to provide security police augmentees before deploying RED
HORSE to a hostile environment (19:2). However, past unit
performance contradicts earlier opinions o»f RED HORSE's
ability to provide active defense. In Vietnam, at times RED
HORSE had to provide its own security and during the Tet
offensive some RED HORSE personnel operated as security
police augmentees (49:10).

Deplovment Structure. The earliest dated evidence

of any particular deployment structure was found in AFR 93~
9, 13 March 1972. There were three echelons identified:
CES-1, CES-2, and CES-3. These three are similar to the
three that exist today. Respectively, their designed
response times were 12 hours, 72 hours, and 10 days after
notification (18:8). CES-1 and 2 were to be deployable by
air or surface. CES-3 was to be deployable only by surface
(18:8). The regulation also stated that personnel and
equipment should "remain in close proximity" to the squadron
location to meet the designated response times (18:6).
Where did this three echelon system originate? An
interesting coincidence is the three team system that was
used to backfill and train personnel for forward deployed
units in Vietnam. Before the first units were sent to
Vietnam, all personnel were trained as a unit at one

location (49:5). Due to the one year rotation policy,.
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leaves, sickness, and other problems, the AF had to come up
with a plan to provide trained personnel to backfill the
existing units. The Air Force evertually decided to divide
the units into three increments. Personnel were replaced by
rotating the increments, each one month apart:; the
increments were called "advanced, first phase, and second
phase" (49:5). Speculation might lead one to believe this
three tier rotation policy became the basis for the three
module deployment structure.

Again, no evidence of a particular structure before
this regulation has been found. However, based on readings
of unit histories, from 1967-1969, it may be safe to assume
no particular structure existed until the 1972 draft of AFR
93-9. Before then, units seemed to have deployed modules
that were appropriate to the taskings.

In 1975, AFR 93-9 was updated but except for a few
changes to skill, the overall configuration (force
structure) was essentially unchanged (13). The updated
regulation did contain new designations for the use of RED
HORSE force modules. However, this may have been due to
refinements to the AF mobility planning process, such as
automation in resource planning. The modules were
identified as UTCs and their capabilities were strictly
defined.

Another Proposal. In earlier years after its

creation, RED HORSE d4did not to have the ability to develop
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semi-permanent and permanent airfields. They lacked

sufficient equipment such as rock crushers and concrete and

asphalt batch plants (16:4). One proposal made to resolve
this and other problems was to develop 200-man augmenting
squadrons (16:5). The 200-man units would operate in two
ways: 1. as a self-sufficient unit capable of accomplishing
smaller projects; 2. as an "integral part" of a group [of
several squadrons] but capable of operating an engineering
equipment depot (16:5). Another interesting aspect of this
proposal was that the 200-man unit, not the 400-man unit,
would contain the heavy equipment necessary for airfield
constructicn. This would obviously make the 400-man unit
lighter and more deployable. The augmenting unit would also
be responsible for preparing the equipment of both units for
deployment (16:6). On the front cover of the proposal was a
note that said the proposal was never implemented. Even so,
the RED HORSE regulation, AFR 93-9, did at one time refer to
the operations of a 200-man unit (14). These 200-man units
were to be CONUS based and were to be backfilled with Base
CE forces when deployed (4:37). This concept is not in the
current regulation. However, simply the inclusion of this
concept in past regulations indicates this idea was
considered feasible at one time.

Lessons Learned. Several reports including a
Corona Harvest report were put together to compile the

lessons learned from the use of RED HORSE in Vietnam. These
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reports discuss issues that should be considered in the
design of future RED HORSE modules. One important issue is
the negative impact of dispersed operations on unit
effectiveness. In future applications, the dispersion of
RED HORSE units will most likely be a function of theater
Oplans. The authors of the Corona Harvest report
specifically stated that planning should be based on intra-
theater movement and the use should consider unit integrity
to avoid dilution of effectiveness and mobility (21). Units
could not operate effectively if they were tasked with too
many deployments or if too many deployed elements existed at
one time. No reference was made as to what would be an
appropriate number or use of deployed elements. They did
note that advanced parties were critical to effective use of
deployed forces (21). Advanced parties minimized the time
it took deployed elements to achieve mission capability
following a relocation.

The availability of air transportation is another issue
raised during Vietnam that is alsoc a problem today. Intra-
theater transportation was a problem then because of the low
priority given to RED HORSE forces. The planners noted that
but they also noted that all air transportable assets should
be designed to intra-theater capabilities (21).

Mission and command relationship also became big issues
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during the Vietnam War. The following quote from Colonel

Joeseph M. Kristoff, 1lst CEG Commander (1969), sums it up

best.

"In answer to the critics who say that RED HORSE
units should be integrated with other base units, T
submit that this kind of integration is contrary to the
entire philosophy of RED HORSE as a fully mobile and
self-sufficient unit. To accomplish its given mission,
it must retain a degree of autonomy. When these units
deploy to the field, leaving the home base, let's say,
they do work together, live together, play together, if
you will, and a comradeship develops which is quite
similar to some of our tactical fighting units. I
certainly would not do anything to detract from this
kind of unit integrity" (17:43).

Current Structure

The previous section provided background on how and why
RED HORSE force modules came to exist under the current
structure. The goal was to analyze the early considerations
used in determining team composition. This section focuses
on the issues surrounding the current structure. The goal
here is to develop an understanding of current capabilities
and current problems with the existing force structure.

Mobility Processes (9). RED HORSE mobility processes

may be categorized under three phases: deployment,
employment, and redeployment. Although this research
focuses on deployment capability, force module analysis
requires consideration of all three phases. The planning
and execution of each phase have an impact on all others.
Instances occur where employment scenarios greatly affect

deployment planning. For example, crisis planning or
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notional taskings for RED HORSE may differ considerably
between employment for bare base operations in an austere
environment versus employment for expedient construction or
repair at a MOB. Bare base operations would most likely
require deployment of all three UTCs, wherears expedient
construction at a MCB may require deployment of smaller
modules to provide limited heorizental and vertical
construction capability. The smaller modules might be
greatly reduced versions of RH-2 and RH-3 and would probably
require less strategic lift.

Deployment. There are not nearly enough RED HCRSE
units to forward deploy them where they could provide "on
the spot" support for AF world wide contingency operations.
Based on the estimated theater requirements, more than a
dozen RED HORSE units are needed (38). Due to this, and
limited heavy engineering support from other services, RED
HORSE units must be ready to provide their capability when
and where (air bases are) needed. Translated, this means a
worldwide deployment capability to support civilian
contingencies and the spectrum of armed conflict frem low
intensity to theater conventional warfare.

AFCE leadership is concerned akbout the timely abilicy
of moving RED HORSE sguadrons [400 men and 1300+ tons of
equipment] to the theater of operaticns (36). Granted a
method or process exists on paper; unfortunately, the

process 1is burdened by insufficient strategic l1ift. The
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next few pages examine "getting RED HORSE to the war on

time" and some of the constraints existing in this process.

Prior Preparaticn. The need to have

available in-garrison forces for deployment places a
significant constraint on the operations of the 554 RHCES.
The peacetime day-to-day operations of RED HORSE are
dedicated to training for their wartime missions. Training
is accomplished by completing various repair and
construction projects throughout the theater. Personnel are
often TDY to accomplish training projects. 1In many cases,
pecple are TDY more often than they are at their home unit.
This translates into about one-quarter to one-third of the
unit TDY at any one time.

The frequency and durations of individual TDYs make it an
extremely rare event for overseas units, such as the 554th,
to have enough personnel at home station to completely build
RH-1 and RH-2 mobility teams without major substitutions cor
shortfalls. So, requirements for rapid mobilization make it
difficult for a timely reconstitution of the unit before
deployment. Usually, this constraint requires a certain
number of personnel be designated as belonging solely to RHEH-
1 and 2. These designated personnel are not allowed to work
at locations that would preclude rapid deployment of the
first two echelons. The same concept also applies to any
equipment that might be required for deployment of the first

two echelons. Not surprisingly, this policy was also used
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by units in Vistnam. Referring back to the discussion on
earlier RED HORSE units, this policy was in the regulaticzn
governing the Vietnam units. The 554th has adopted this
policy (without it being in the current AFR 93-9) because of
the negative impact numerous TDYs have upon deployment
effectiveness.
Procedures. The following procedures are

required for mobilization of RED HORSE:

1. Recalling and processing personnel and egquipment.

2. Preparing cargo for shipment.

3. Marshalling and manifesting cargo (14).
The objective of mobilization is to prepare forces for
military operations, and in the case of RED HORSE, to
prepare for deployment by ground, sea, or air. Since
deployment by air carries the most stringent preparatiocn
requirements, it is regarded as the standard, unless tasking
orders specifically state otherwise. Current guidelines
raquire RED HORSE to be capable of deploying (ready to lcad

on the aircraft) by the following times:

RH-1 ~-- 12 hours after deployment order
RH-2 -- 48 hours after deployment order
RH-3 -- 6 days after deployment order (14:C2).

HQ PACAF increased the 554th's response time to 30 days for
RH-3 because of the difficulties of mobilizing RH-3 (43).
Mobilization of RED HORSE requires a great deal of pre-
planning and pre-packaging. Aircraft load plans are
developed in advance for deployment by C-130, C-141 and

where necessary, C-5 aircraft. The prepared load plans are
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based on standard Unit Tyre Codes and are physically tested

on annual loading exercises.

Prior to transportation, vehicles and equipment must be
cleaned, inspected for deficiencies, packaged and tagged for
novement. This process is time consuming and requires close
coordination to meet the load times. As a result, some RED
HORSE units, such as the 554th on Osan AB, must "pickle" a
porticn of loaded RH-1 and 2 vehicles and pallets to meet
the processing times (22).

Transportation. The transportation of RED

HORSE was partially discussed in the section on "RED HORSE
Organization." This section identifies additional factors
that are indirectly related to roles and missions.

Strategic 1lift for RH-1 and 2 are planned for airlif<+,
while RH~3 1is by sealift. Intra-theater modes include
convoy, rail, air and sea. The required response times are
the same for strategic and intra-theater movement. Air
movement is the primary method of intra-theater deployment
followed closely by land (convoy) movement. When rapid
response is not critical, sea movement is considered an
option for some locations. Sea movement is the secondary
method for deployment of "outsized"” cargoe (22). Where
distances from the staging area to port are large, thess
units have the option of transporting cargo and heavy

equipment by rail or truck.
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While theater specific operations plans dictate the

movement of RED HORSE forces,

feasible under the realities of limited airlift.

these plans are not entirely

The table

below gives some indication of the complexity of moving RED

HORSE units.

Table 1. Echelon Quantities: Men,

Equip.,

and Vehicles

RH-1 RH-2 RH-3 Totals

Men 16 93 295 404

Equip. {(Tons) 26 494 868 1287

Vehicles 4 63 140 207
(35)

These figures were taken from a force module study on the
554th. The tonnages provide an idea of the amount of 1lift
required to move this unit. Even with figures such as
these, much of the planning is still based on airlift
deployment for the first two echelons. Unfortunately, even
under unconstrained peacetime conditions the "... current
echelon structure has never been deployed as designed"” (44).
Consequently, RED HORSE units must not lose site of reality
and be ready to deploy by any and every mode avallable to

them.




Employment. "RED HORSE units may be employed for bare
base operations, base recovery, base upgrade, and similar
civil engineering missions;" joint operations may be
conducted with Prime BEEF, other services, and contractor
forces (20). In addition, RED HORSE units may hire local
nationals to complete construction work. As in past
conflicts, indigenous labor may be essential to mission
accomplishment. At times the Vietnam units operated with as
much as 8 local national laborers for every 1 military (21).

The employment of RED HORSE forces can be logically
divided into two modes of operation: regeneration and
contingency support. Regeneration begins once the first
deploying echelon arrives at the area from which it will
operate, and ends when the deployed forces are fully missiocn
capable. The second mode entalls contingency support
operations and depends heavily on the air base support
requirements to include: Bare Base operations, base
recovery and base upgrade.

Regeneration. Regeneration includes those
operations which are necessary to achieve full mission
capability after relocation of forces. The regeneration
requirements of RED HORSE cover a wide range of
possibilities due to potential employment missions at bare
bases, limited bases, standby bases, collocated operating

bases, and main operating bases (20). The regeneration

requirements are also heavily based on what is needed to




achieve self-sufficiency. RED HORSE units are self-
sufficient to the extent that they may be regquired to
produce potable water, repair vehicles, provide medical
care, provide perimeter and work party security and
establish supply sources.

Under the scenario of a total sqguadron deployment to a
bare base location, regeneration begins with the arrival cf
PH~1. The team's first priority is to provide area security
for their small element until reinforcements arrive. RH-1
possesses a limited capability to defend itself. 1Its
capability is less than an Army platocon, but more than a
Prime BEEF team. In addition to security, other RH-1
regeneration priority tasks include the following in
sequence:

1. Make contact with nearby friendly forces.

2. Establish communication/command and contrcl for
deployed RED HCRSE forces.

3. Beddown RH-1 team.

4. Determine requirements for base recovsry or beddown
of incoming forces.

5. Determine availability of local supplies.

6. Develop plans to include a reception plan of
additional RED HORSE forces.

7. Establish camp rules and policies (22).

RH-1 should be able to survive for five days with its
deploy=d food, fuel and water until the arrival of RH-2
{14:C2). With RH-2 comes the capability for expanded unit
perimeter security, potable water production, heavy-earth
moving, vehicle repair and tent city erection. The typical

RH-2 regeneration tasks include:

1. Erect RED HORSE cantonment area.
2. Establish vehicle control functicn.
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Water storage/production.
Fuel storage/distribution.

Hardening and camouflage.
Establish security response procedures.
Establish work squads/procedures (22).

~NoOwm A w

If consumables are resupplied, RH-2 should be able to
conduct [limited] self-sufficient operations for up to 60
days until the arrival of RH-3 (14:C2). With RH-2 comes the
capability to provide more permanent facilitiss due to the
inclusion of assets such as mobile concrete mixers, asphalt
batch plants and shop equipment for permanent and refined
construction. 1In addition to the standard regeneraticn
tasks (identified for RH-1 and 2}, RH-3's tasks inciude:

1. Erecting shop facilities.

2. Organizing special capability teams.

J. Organizing for contingency support cperations.
Normally, when these tasks are complete, RED HORSE has
bedded down its organic forces and has achieved the
capability to perform extensive contingency support
operations.

Contingency Support Operations. As mentioned

earlier, RED HORSE may be employed under a variety of field
conditions. The most demanding task is probably the
development of a bare base in a hostil: environment.

Bare base operations can be divided into several
phases: 1. initial base development (using Harvest
Bare/Eagle assets), 2. operations and maintenance, and 3.
sustained operations and heavy regair phase (20). RED HORSE

is normally tasked for initial base development, but may be
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used for subsequent phases if Prime BEEF or Army engineering
forces are not available.

The tasks associated with initial operations are
designed for the beddown of forces--weapon systems. The
following is a "prioritized" list of typical tasks for bare
base operations.

Initial Base Development:
1. Base survey/layout.
2 Install runway lights.
3. Stake out facilities. .
4. Site defensive fighting positions.
5. Prepare sites for NAVAIDS.
6. Repair any existing pavements.
7. Install utility and sanitation facilities.
(water, electric, showers, latrines)
8. Prepare POL/munitions storage areas.

9. Install arresting barriers.

10. Prepare aircraft parking/refueling areas.
11. Construct revetments.

12. Expand existing airfield pavements.

13. Upgrade base roads as needed.

14. Construct sanitary fill and grease pits.
15. Construct wash rack and maintenance faciliti=s.
16. Upgrade drainage.

Operations and Maintenance:
1. Upgrade/harden facilities, example: tent
floors/hardback.
2. Upgrade safety and passive defense systems.

Sustained Operations:
1. Erect permanent facilities and utility
systems consistent with theater construction
standards.
2. Construct additional hardened aircraft
zhalters.
3. Erect security fencing and lighting (20).

Special Capabilities. RED HORSE also ccntains
special capability teams which perform the heavy repair and
upgrade, heavy construction, and earth moving requirements

of initial and sustained bare base operations in austere
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environments. Thase special capabilities were mentioned

earlier, but tha ones that distinguish REZD HCRSE

capabilities from Prime BEEF are:

Asphalt paving

Concrete mobile

Explosive demolitions

Disaster preparedness teams

Expeditionary aircraft barrier installation
Materials testing

Quarry operation.

Well drilling (20 and 14).

oo~y LN

The manning positions for special capability teams are not
contained entirely within one echelon {(z2e Tabkle 2 below).
Manning is primarily split between the two operational UTCs,
RH-2 and 3. RH-1 possesses two members from both ths
Disaster preparedness and Materials *testing teams. These
members provide RH-1 with additional "pre-beddown"

reconnaissance capabilities.

Table 2. Special Capability Manning

Capability RH-1 RH-2 PH-3
Asphalt Paving - - 6
Concrete Mobile - 6 5
Demolition - 10 0
Disaster Prep. 2 4 6
Exp. Barrier - 12 ! 8]
Materials Testing 2 - 4
Quarry Ops. - - 12
Well Drilling - 8 4
(14:C2)
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Asphalt paving is a $-man team pessessing the capability +o

J

construct, repair, and upgrade asphalt surfaces of

airfields, aprons, roads, parking, and storage areas. The
team is trained to operate asphalt pavers and distributors.
Concrete mobile is a l12-man team capable of operating an 8
cubic yard mobile concrete mixer for construction of small

s a l0-man

(S8

concrete pads and other small joks. Demolition
team capable of "constructive, destructive, and base denial
demolition techniques and rock quarry operation." Disaster
Preparedness is a 12-man team capable of providing
detection, control, and limited decontamination in nuclear,
bioclogical, and chemical environments. Expeditionary
Barrier teams are composed of 12 members and are capable of
installing, operating, and maintaining aircraft arresting

barriers. Materials testing teams are composed of 6§ members

D

and are capable of testing the quality of soils, concret
and asphalt pavements; they are also trained in compacticn
tachniques and design criteria for aircraft trafficking.
Quarry Operations is a 12-man team capable of operating rock
drills, compressors, rock dump trucks, c¢rushers and
screening equipment. The Quarry Operations team gives RED
HORSE the capability of producing aggregate for
construction. Water Well Drilling is a 12-man team capable
of constructing wacer wells ro: discribution systems. The
team's training includes operating drill rigs and installirng

well casings.
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These special capabilities add to RED HORSE's ability

to perform independent operations in austere environments.

However, this employment concept would be useless without

the other organic functions that make RED HORSE partially

self-sufficient.

Self-sufficiency. Employment requirements are

less complex for Prime BEEF forces than for RED HCRSE
because of RED HORSE's statement of self-sufficiency. The
"organic equipment and convoy capability" and "organic
security capability" contribute to RED HORSE's ability to
remain self-sufficient (44). However, RED HORSE units are
not totally self-sufficient. They must rely on other
agencies for resupply of consumables. They must also rely
on outside contracting functions to solicit support beyond
the capabilities of local AF base operations and maintenance
forces.

Those elements of RED HORSE which make it partially
self-sufficient are listed with the number of personnel by
echelon in Table 3 below. Vehicle maintenance is vital
because of RED HORSE's dependence on 200+ vehicles.
Maintenance consists of recurring, pericdic, and preventiwva
maintenance. Maintenance is performed in a shop or at thes
job site using War Readiness Spares Rits (WRSK) for parts.
Food services use mobile field kitchens to prerare tasty
food for strength, endurance and morale. Supply and

warehousing personnel play a key role by requisitioning the
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construction materials for construction and repair of
facilities and monitoring of WRSK. The medical technicians
and an augmenting medical officer are responsible for th=e
health of the squadrbn, inspecting the water and food

quality.

Table 3. Logistics Self-Sufficiency Manning

Capability RH-1 RHY-2 i RY-2
Vehicle Maint - 6 23
Food Services - 6 10
Supply - 2 7
Medical 1 1 i 1
(14)

Redeployment. The highly mobile, rapid responss

mission requires RED HORSE to be prepared for redeployment
from any location. Redsployment of RED HORSE can take
several forms: orders might include only special capability
teams, complete UTCs, or all three echelons. Redeployment
orders might call for movement to another contingency
location as under the regional concept, or back to home
station. Normally, redeployment occurs after the original
deployment taskings are complete. However, the situation
may arise where taskings may be placed on hold until the

redeployment taskings are complete.




Summary of Current Problems: 554 RHCES

an

To introduce this section, below is a guote from
article by Colonel Harry Glaze, a past directorats from HQ
PACAF. Colonel Glaze expresses current RED HORSE problems

as allowed but unacceptable deterioration of capability.

"RED HORSE is in its current state of limited
capability for many reascons. The squadrons wersa
created to perform a contingency mission during a war
and we have been trying to protect this wvital
capability from auditors and manpower cutters.
Cenversely, we have allowed the IG to evaluate RED
HORSE in a peacetime scenario. Current unit type codes
(UTCs) have been developed, using specific manpower,
equipment, and materials for wrong reasons, such as
easing airlift planning requirements, and tailoring to
(peacetime) inspection criteria. We have in fact,
simplified airlift planning but no%t have =nceouraged
realistic, rational thinking to develop the best
possible employment of airlift -- we'wve settled into
the easy solution" (27:8).

Ccleonel Glaze's statement was included to put the problems
into perspective. There are no easy answers. Although
rolitical and fiscal constraints exist, planning should ke
realistic and reflect those constraints.

The Issues. The issues raised in previous sectiocns are
lack of quick and flexible response capability, limited
airlift, and poorly defined concept of operations which
includes limited self-sufficiency (supplies and security).
Under this study, the most important issue is the
contingency response capability provided through RED HCRSE
force modules. However, all the issues are addressed
because of their relationship to the employment

effectiveness of RED HORSE units.
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The succeeding sections are composite wviews cf other
rolitically sensitive issues affecting “he 554+h.

Performance Under Inspection /(50:xi-x3ii). In April and

June of 1987, the 554 RHCES performed poorly under two
Operational Readiness Inspections (ORI). Colonel David E.
Bull, the 554th commander (at the time) attributed their
zoor performance to a drastic change from the traditional
Pacific theater "HORSE style ORI". Before the inspections,
this unit had trained and exercised primarily for mobility
by convoy. Colonel Bull and previous commanders assumred
that all in-theater, forward deployed units would operate
under intra-theater deployment planning guidelines. This
assumnption made sense since Osan Air Base could nct zunpeors
inter-theater deployment of the two larges RED HORSE modules.
RH-2 and RH-3. Unfortunately, the 1937 CRIs +esztz=d *the
units world wide (inter-theater) deplcyment capabilitiss
under a rigcrcusly defined concept of self-sufficiency. The
inspection scenario called for no mobility assistance frcm
“he hos* base. The conclusicn made is that the poor
rerformance of the unit was not necessarily a function c¢f
its capabilities, but rather a function of missicn
conflicts.

Vaguely Defined Mission. In AFR 93-9, the mission

statement says RED HORSE should be able to ". . . conduct
heavy engineer operations as independent self-sustaining

units (with resupply of consumables) in remote hostil
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Tmfortuna+t=sly, the 5%4+%h has sufferad greatly under +ha
vaguely defined mission. HQ PACAF assumed self-sustaining

meant no host base support for deployment, employment, and

radeploymen*t. The 554th staff assumed self-sustiining
cperations kegan with regeneration (48). This m2an:c <ha*t

the host kase should provide deployment suppert such as
vehirle cl=2aning, cargo load preparaticon, and aguigmen

processing when in-garrison manning was low due %2 TDYs and

sguadron activities at other locations. Withcut hest bass
suprort, 190 RED HORSE persconnel--based cn two 1l2-~-hour
shifts--are required to clean, mark, pack, inspsct, lcad,
and weigh the equipment and vehicles on all three echelzcns
{48). The 109 personnel on RHE-1 and RH-2 ars not usu2lly
zountzd in this number because thay must be ready 4z dezlczcy
within 12 and 48 hours. This wxzans that a3t lsass 29°¢

persons--of tha correct AFSCs--must be availabla to dzplcy
R¥~1 and RH-2 (48:atch 3-1). Nearly 300 persons nust remain

in garrizcn to be ready for short netics dszzloyments. T3

10

m2ans less than 100 rpecple wculd k2 3availakle £:or

construc+tisn at TDY locations. PACAF <wizwz2d %his as 2
detriment %c tha reacetirme constructicn usa of 9ED 40DST
1438)

Another issue inveolving mission is how RED HQORST vni-ss

should be tasked toc accomplish the designed missizn

wn
(W)




obiectives. Thes 554th's DOC (Directed Operational
Capability) statement tasks the unit according to specific
theater Oplans which is consistent with the intent of AFR
93-9 (48). The concern is that the Pacific theatar is
widely dispersed and Oplan taskings may require the unit
deploy assets for great distances. Attempting to bring
scatterad assets together ". . . simultansously at a
potentially hostile employment site . . . requires the
contrel of too many variables and invites mission failure"
(48:atch 4).

Heavy Denloyment Modules. This proklem may be a

misnomer because it can be viewed several wayvs: 1. exXcess
weight due to unneeded equipment and supplies, 2. limited
1ift to deplcocy needed equipment and supplies, 3. improperly
rlanned and configursd modules, or 4. any combination of all
three. In any case, it becomes a resource managenent issue.
Mission objectives require effectively use of available
resources under given constraints. Simplistically, the
objective is to get the right RED HORSE forces to the war on
time. The resource constraints are limited RED HORSE units
and limited lift.

Tven if the AF had enough CONUS based units and encugh
s2alift, the process would still be too long especially for
movement of RHY-3. RH-3, which is 74% of a typical unit, is
a likely candidate for surface movement because of its

ocutsized cargo. Bas2d on the surface movement of the
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equipment to port, competition for movement priority, on-

loading time, surface travel time over the ocean, off-

loading time, and convoy and regeneration time, it could be
six weeks or more before units are operational (4:41).
Another problem that has not been worked out with sealift
movement is coordinating the arrival of unit personnel and
drivers with sealifted vehicles and equipment.

How Should AFCE Solve The Problems?

Preceding sections discussed the relationship tetween
mission and deployment capability. This section builds on
those relationships and presents possible solutions. These
relationships are further explained through the (force
module) elements of mission capability. These elements--
manpower, equipment, and supplies--make up the heavy repair
and construction capability. The balance of those elements
affects the planning and execution of RED HORSE deployments.

Past Recommendations. In RELOOK, several changes were

suggested for manpower and equipment distributicns. The
RELOOK participants apparently believed shortfalls and
excesses existed in current UTCs. For example RELOOF
suggested eliminating five persons (all different AFSCs)
from RH-1. The study indicated the five skills were either
not needed for the RH-1 mission or their jobs could be
accomplished by other persons on the team. RELOOKR also

suggested eliminating vehicles, such as the line truck, from
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the RH-2 UTC because for “. . . most contingency situations
simple overhead hookups could be done with climbing
gear" (44).

Major Ryburn recommended that AFCE adopt a dual
structure as discussed in Chapter Two. The dual structure
would give the AF the flexibility to adapt RED HORSE units
to crisis planning with lighter, smaller task—-oriented force
modules. The task-oriented structure would be most suited
for intra-theater :.iovements and low intensity conflicts.
The other structure was built around personnel only UTCs
supported by prepositioning.

TIdeas From Other Services.

Naval Construction Battalions (3). In 1987, the

Navy reconfigured the mobile Naval Construction {[Force
Mobile Construction] Battalions (SEABEEs). They attempted to
make the battalions lighter, reduce the "footprint," and
increase the responsiveness of these units. To do this, the
Navy analyzed the requirements for what was needed for
". . . contingency response in the early days after
mobilization -- battle damage repair and force bed down.
The SEABEE battalions contained 764 men. Much like the
AF RED HORSE units, the SEABEE modules were equipped and

configured for the most demanding mission. Instead, what

the AF should be doing and what the Navy did is to tailor
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their deploying elements to the need, possibly task
organization. The other key element of the new SEABEE force
planning is prepositioning.

The task modules of the SEABEE battalions are broken
down into five smaller, combined-platoon size modules.
Their modules are built around the following tasks:

1. RRR -- three 60-man platoons

2. Utility damage repair -- three 120-man platoons

3. Structures damage repair -- three platoons

4. Horizontal and Vertical construction and repair --
four platoons

5. Support [self-sustaining capabilities] -- 180 men

divided into platoon size elements

Army Combat Heavy Battalions. In 1974, the Army

converted it's general engineering construction battalions
to "Combat Heavy" battalions (29:16). Before 1974, the
wartime skills of Army engineer battalions suffered due to
construction intensive operations. This is similar to what
happened to the 554 RHCES in the early 1980's before the
1987 ORIs. Like the AF, the Army wanted it's newly
converted engineering battalions to perform plenty of
peacetime construction and simultaneously prepare for a
wartime mission. However, the new battalions were soon
overloaded by tasks to perform both general construction and
light infantry operations. In 1985, an Army task group was
organized to redesign engineering battalions. The major
factor considered by the task group was the Army Airland
battle Doctrine (29:16). Also, since the mission of the

engineering battalions were being confused with that of an
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infantry battalion, the task group focused on redefining the

scope of employment operations. They made recommendations

to reduce the self-sustaining security needs of individual
battalions (29:17). They obviously felt that engineers
should do the job they were sent to the field to do and not
spend most of their time defending themselves. The other
factors considered by the task group were skill use, rank
structure, and modern construction practices (29:19}).

The table below shows the changes made to the balance

of capability and manning in the Army battalions.

Table 4. Army Battalion Conversion

OoLD NEW
Strength 798 707
Officers 32 32
Warrant Off. 9 3
Enlisted 757 672
General
Construction 62% 53%
Earthmoving 38% 46%

(29:19)
]

For comparison, Table 5 (page 59) provides similar
figures for current structures in RED HORSE and Prime BEEF.

The reorganization of the Combat Heavy battalions also
meant deleting some engineering missions from several of the
units. However, they recognized that it was important to

retain all skills. They also noted "some specialized tasks
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are beyond the capability of standard unit organization and

should be employved on an "as needed" basis" (46:30).

Table 5. Comparison: RH and Prime BEEF
|

RED HORSE Prime BEEF
Strength 400 200
Officers 16 32
Enlisted 384 168
Capabilities

Horizontal

Construction 43% 15%
Vertical 51% 61%
Other 6% 24%

* NOTE: Percentages are based on available Productive
Manhours
(33)

These specialized tasks were the basis for forming the
following nine "Engineer Cellular Teams":

Quarry Operations

Concrete mixing and paving

Heavy equipment support (one to two men)
Asphalt paving and mixing

Utilities (facility support)

Power line (exterior)

Real Estate (general construction)

Power Plant {construction}

Welding (46:32).

W10 Nd&Wwbhim

Effective operation and integration of the cellular teams
require consideration of several common needs: maintenance,
logistics support, personnel support, security,
communications, and transportation (46:30-32). The Army

decided that the cellular teams would be detachable but they
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would operate with support from a larger unit. Therefore,
the cellular teams were designed with no organic logistic
support capability (46:30).

Other Ideas. In 1987, HQ PACAF/DE tasked the 554th to

examine their mobility capabilities ". . . with an eye
toward making RH-1 and RH~2 lean, mean, and mobile" (48).
The 554th's staff analyzed the vehicle requirements for the
first two echelons and decided that seven vehicles were not
needed on RH-2 because they were more suited to permanent
construction needs. The vehicles identified were the
asphalt distributor, concrete mixer, self-propelled
trencher, fuel bladder, 8-ton dolly, roto tiller, and
telephone line truck (48). This suggests that considerable
reductions might be made in the early requirements of
airlift if AFCE examines the time-phased need of RED HORSE
sauipment

After performing a study of their own, HQ PACAF/DEO
recommended that forward deployed RED HORSE units operate
with smaller packages (force modules) of people and
equipment for intra-theater mobility. These packages should
be capable of responding to simultaneous requirements with
their warti : geographic area of responsibility. They also
recommended that the over-the-road hauling capability of RED

HORSE be increased (34).
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Summary
This chapter discussed initial design considerations

and the problems and capabilities in the RFD HORSE €force
structure. One significant aspect presented was the intent
to build certain capabilities into RED HORSE modules. The
RED HORSE designers had envisioned a highly mobile,
deployable, self-sufficient, heavy repair and construction
force that could act in absence of Army and Navy support.

Unfortunately, the units have never been entirely self-
sufficient or deployable. Yet still the Air Force bases
their planning on these unachievable or unrealistic
objectives with all too real constraints. Some believe the
current structure was designed simply to make airlift
planning easier. However, the current 3-echelon structure
(with its ill-defined mission) is inadequate for pctential
operations in the spectrum of armed conflict.

Internally, the Air Force has generated potential
solutions such as task ovrganization. The Navy and Army have
generated solutions which were applied in their
restructuring efforts. There does not seem to be a shortage
of probable solutions. What has yet to be defined is the

criteria or basis for evaluating alternatives.
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IV. Methodology

This chapter describes the steps taken to answer the
research questions provided in chapter one. The following
discussion presents the methodology used to achieve the
research objectives and to answer each of the eight

investigative questions.

Method of Approach

The original goal of this research effort was to
suggest a way to improve the deployment capabilities of RED
HORSE by restructuring or realigning mobility team
configurations. However, because this topic is new to
academic research, the major dimensions of this research
topic had never been systematically explored or documented
as such. Even more, a preliminary review of the literature
indicated that existing data might be inadequate to solve
the problem in one study. More data needed to be generated.
Consequently, the best aporoach to accomplishing this
research was a "two-stage approach" (25:64). The two stages
were (1) exploration to validate the research problem and
objectives (as defined by preliminary reviews) and (2)
execution of the actual research study in terms of the
objectives that have been validated.

First Stage. The first stage was essentially guided by

the first four investigative questions. This stage was

accomplished through a literature review and several
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telephone interviews with RED HORSE perscnnel and MAJCOM

centingency planners. The most important goal of this stage

was to evaluate the magnitude of the problem and the
objectives. Again, the original objective was to suggest a
way to improve deployment capabilities through force module
applications. The data revealed in this stage led to a
rafinement of the objectives. Instead of trying tc suggest
a new structure, suggesting the criteria and standards for
redesign became the new goal.

The literature review contained student theses and
reports done at the Air Force Institute of "“:chnology at
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, and both Air Command and Staff
and Air War Colleges at Maxwell AF3, Alabama. The review
also contained correspondence and meeting minutes from the
readiness divisicns of HQ TAC/DE and HQ PACAT/DE.
Documentaticn from the Army and Navy was reviewed to atssmpt
to answer question five about the techniques cf cther
services.

The Historical Research Center, Maxwell AFB, Alabamna,
was visited to review the historical documents on the
creation and development of RED HORSE. While at the center,
other documents were reviewed such as the Corona Harvest
Reports on the Vietnam War and the unit histories of past
and current units. These documents were the most helpful in

understanding the factors for mission planning and RED HORSE
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force structure design. They were also helpful in
‘ind2rstanding why RED HCRSE is perceived to have problems

tcday.

Second Stage. The second stage was guided by the last

four investigative questions. The purpose of this stage was
to determine the criteria and standards for force module
applications in RED HCRSE. Existing data was collected
through an additional literature review, telephone
interviews, and a modified Delphi study. Delphi is a data
collection procedure which is discussed in the next section
0f this chapter.

One critical elament of the second stage was the axper=®
cvinion from persons most familiar with RED HORSE issues.

Twanty experts were selected and agreed *to participate in

this study. These persons were chosen because of their
2xzrTerizsnce in RED HCRSE squadrons, their involvement in pas<t
and curresnt studies, or because they were highly

recommended by the engineering readiness staff at HQ TAC and

by the AFESC readiness staff.

Delphi
Delphi is a procedure for "eliciting and refining" +%h=
cpinions of a group of experts {(10:v). for this reason,

C2lphi was included as part of the methodclogy for the
sacecnd stage.
The advantages of Delphi are designed into the process.

Delphi allows for protection of the identity of participants




which may eliminate any artificial conformity of opinion

(5:2). Delphi also allows for greater control over the

information that is passed between participants. Finally,
Delphi allows for quantitative evaluation of expert opinion
(10:v) .

This effort was named a "modified Delthi study" -because
cnly one guestionnaire was sent tce the experts. This study
also slightly ditfers in the requirements to reach a
ccnsensus. Several of the more objective questicns did not
require a consensus. Currently, Delphi processes are
believed to reguire several iterations [of structured
interviews] (10:15). The first iteration in this study was
structured; the questionnaire is included in Appendix A.
The second iteration was unstructured; it was accomplished
by telephone interviews.

Althouch the group size was only twenty. the r=sulss

1]

are very reliable. Experiments have shown that when it
comes to soliciting expert opinion, the error rate does not
change significantly by increasing the group size for
numbers greater than nine (10:12). However, siz=2 increases
do produce a steady [but smalll] increase in the reliability

cf the results (10:13).

Justification of Approach

Referring to the original goal of suggesting effective
team configurations, this gcal may have newver bkesen rsached

in the time allotted for preparation of a student thesis.
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s*udant*t thesis (8:47-55). This amount of research effort is
best suited for programmatic research. Consequently, this
study dealt only with defining the problems and building the
concepts. Quantitative evaluation (of numerical data) was
not planned to be a part of this research. Important
2lements of data generated in this resear~h are found in
a2xpert opinion. The survey instrument contained n~ostly
open-ended questions designed to solicit unrestricted
expression of concepts. Even though this increases the
subjective value of the data, quantitative analysis becomes

inappropriate.
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V. Pindings and Analysis

Overview

The objective of this research was to define the
criteria and standards for force module applicaticns in RED
HORSE. ight investigative questions were developed o
guide this =2ffort. The literature review and delphi study
provided answers %o Che questions. This chapter analyzes
the findings to support development of a criteria for a
smoother, more flexible, and more responsive deployment
capability for RED HORSE. The following discussion
describes the research and examines each investigative
question separately. The final sections include a summary
and analysis of aexpert opinion solicited in the Delphi study

followed 2y a presentation of the criteria.

The Research Process

The research was mostly accomplished as Qescriked in

[t}

Chapter Four. However, saveral deviations d4id occur and ar
important to understanding the complete analysis.
First of the 20 experts who agreed to participate only

ne respnonded to the gquestionnaire. Therefore, conly nine

3
=

cndesntes were included in the second round of interviews.
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Fortunately, other research has shown nine respondents are
sufficient for this methodology.
Second, during the secend round of interviews, two

respondents were interviewed in person.

(o))
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The third deviation involves presentation cof findings.
Several of the survey questions used numerical measuring
scales. The resaiting data was quantitatively evaluated
using simple summary statistics, mean and mode. However, at
best, the results only =2stimate what the majority of =uperts
wonld say. Significance levels and error ra%tss were .ct

computed.

Investigative Ouestions

Question 1.

What were the early considerations or factors used in
determining the original suppert requirements and team
composition in RED HORSE?

The literature review provided key answers to this
question. A visit to the Historical Research Center a*%
Maxwell AFB uncovered "Project RED HORSE" reports, Corona
Harvest reports, and old RED HORSE regulations. These
documents revealed the considerations of the original RED
UORSE nlanners. The goal was to identify the design
considerations for the 400-man, 3-echelon structure. The
axpectation was to discover the rationale fcr the current
RED HCRSE force structure. The assumption was that the
creators of the RED HORSE concept determined what the team
compositions should be by analyzing such things as minimum
requirements for force beddown or the minimum number of
heavy equipment operators neaded to upgrade tactical
runw4ys. Unfortunatza2ly, nothing could be found tco validate

this assurption.




RED HORSE's original design contained elements of the

AF

carliest mobile erngineering teams. Therefore, tha design »f

these teams were also considered. Previous discussions

(page 17) revealed that the first mobile AFCE teams were

created after the Korean War, sometime around 1958. The

factors considered were team divisibility--"detach=zble

[}
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suick rassponse, and mission compatibility with the

> .

Army mission.

RED HORSTE was originally designed because of the AF's

inability to provide a force capable of constructing

exnediant runways in Vietnam. Therefore the capability to

build airfields is a significant factor. The word

capability cannot be stressed enough. Below is a repeat of

the

list of needed capabilities that were identified in the

literature review.

[endi Bl S e BEWO I I ) BTG 4 JYSS OV I B0 B g

An engineering staff to plan work.

Advanced airfield su. sey teams.

Expedient bomb damage repair.

Tx»zditionary airfield censtructicn.

Beddown of 100C-man force.

Ttility system constructicn.

Well drilling.

Rapid runway repair using AM-2 matting.

. Ability to perform field maintenance on veshiclers.
N. M=2ss5 and dispensary coperations.

1. Ability to move by air and convoy.

2 Cverh=ad personnel for administration, supply., 33nd

costing.

1

3. 9n-day [inursa-theater] deployment capability.

14. 2arrier installation capabilities.
15. "Capability to deploy "blocks" [sic] of skills €-~r
specific tasks . . ." (HQ USAF Study).

An assurption can be made that the original design was

made to fit a Vietnam scenarin. In other words, the desian
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was suited to the need to expand the airfizld (basing) in a
low intensity envircnment with guerrilla warfare tactics.
The kattle front was very fluid and many platforms were
needed to project the airpower. One question might be does
the evolution of technology make a d.fference today? Have
changss in the airpower basing resqgquirements affact=d the
needs of RED HORSE in a low intensity conflicr?

Another consideration was the stability of the units
once they were employed (page 27). The AFCE commanders in
Vietnam wanted a forcas that could stay in place for some
time and not be greatly affected by large swings in work
load. They wanted th= units to support recovery efforts
that were beyond the capabilities of normal base forces.
They wanted the units to operate independently and to be
self-sustaining to a limited degree. They wanted the units
to possess limited active defense capabilities. Limited
active defense meant augmentation by security police forces
when employed in a hostile environment.

Al>l of the previously mentioned factors were considered
in the design of RED HORSE modules. How these factors were
translated into quantitie - of men and equipment is not
tnown . The develonment of the 3-echelon system is also not
known. The evidence suggests that the three echelon
deployment system was not standardized until sometime around

1972. Colonel Glaz>'s comments might suggest that this

70




system was created primarily to make airlift planning

easier, not to make RED HORSE air transportable.

Summing in a few words, the original team structure was
based on heavy (and expedient) repair and construction
capability, self-sufficiency, and contingency response
capability—--quickness and flexibility. The origin of the
400-man, 3-echelon structure was not determined.

Now, since the development of the RED HORSE team
structure and the development of AFCE contingency support
capability has been discussed, we are more prepared to
analyze the problems with current RED HORSE capability.

Question 2.

What are some specific problems which have impaired
deployment capability?

In search of the answer to this question. the focus was
on the generic problems of all RED HORSE units and th=
specific problems of the 554 RHCES. The interpretation cf
deployment capability impacts allowed coverage of problems
which are external to the deployment process but nonetheless
affect the overall contingency response capability. The
answers wera found in unit histories, past studies, and
cerraspeondennce of major cemmands.

The generis problems fall into several ar=sas. One is
the inability %o quickly mobilize RED HORSE assets. This 1is
due to the incompatibleness of realistic constraints with
unrealistic operational planning and guidelines. AFCE’'s

planning is based on me¢ ing two very heavy and large RED




YCRSE modules, RH-2 and RH-3, resrpectively, 494 and 868
tons. Even if the AF had the strategic 1lift to deploy a RED
HORSE unit, it co1:l1d still be six weeks before the entire

unit completes the deployment and regeneration phases.

ot
.

Related to this is the availability of priority airlif
Experience in past conflicts proves *"when the whistle blcws"
AFCE will most likely unot receive priority airlift for
intra-theater deployments. The other part to this is the
time and manpower required to consolidate (from work
locations), mobilize, and prepare assets for airlift. For
the 554 RHCES this is an extremely difficult task and
feasibility requires pickling of some aircraft cargo

increments. Surprisingly., even though the early planners

&)

racognized (as early as 1966) the problem of airlifting 2E

ot

HORSE assets, not much has been accomplished to reliesve £h

D

constraints.

For the 554 RHCES, personnel TDYs for construction
projects also poses a problem to mobilizing personnel for
deployment. In the past the 554th has had as many as 150
persons working at construction sites at distances that
precluded use of the 150 in deployments from Osan AB. In
addition, the one year tour means at least 30 persons will
be unavailable for deployment. At least 30 fall into the
mandatory 30-day training window for new personnel.

This only leaves about 220, but the actual number is likely

to be less due to leaves, sickness, and vacancies. I€ 299




RED HCRSE perscnnel are requirsd *to deploy RH-1 and RH-Z,
then obviously the manpower rescurce has to be more closely
managed.

This preoblem with manpower availability leads into th=z
issue of limited self-sufficiency. RED HORSE is not totally
self-sufficient; it needs resupply capabilities €or extended
neriods, security assistance in hostile envircnments, and
contracting support for hiring of indigenocus labeor.

Another problem is the allowed but unacceptabdle
deterioration of mission effectiveness due in part to a
-oorly defined doctrine and poor plarning but also due to
failure to update operational concepts. RED HORSE was
created nearly 25 years ag: and the first governing
ragulation was published 17 years age. Since then, the

fundamental cperational guidelines have nct been ravised.

in warious technologies {(construction. air-craft, wvehicles,
heavy equipment, =2tc . . .), changes in Army-AF Jjoint

cnerational doctrine, changes in AFCE readiness posturs (cf

Prime BEEF units), and changes in AFCE support planning
ma2thodolcgies.
The changes in vehicle and equipment authorizations is

due partly to evolutions in technology. The RED HORSE t£akla
of authorizauvions has grown significantly since the late
1960's. The new equipment may be better bu*t in some cases

it 1s also larger and heavier which translates into more
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strategic 1lif%t. Fecr zxample the Jeers ant I-vassenger
vahicles are slowly being replaced by the larger and
heavier, 6-passenger diesel trucks. The larger vehicles

have made it difficult to deploy RH-1 on two C-130s.

Something mentioned in the literature review is the

(=]

impact of disperz=sd operations on unit 2f€z2ctiveness. The
Corona HYarwvest revorts indicatesd that <dis-.rzad cperations
in Vietnam of*en led to dilution c¢f unic =2ff=2ctiveness.
This should be a top consideration in planning RED HORSE
amployment crnerations. Unfortunatelv, estimates indicate
that the AF does not have enough RED HCRSE units to handle

3111 the engineering construction support reguirements that

5

r=2fore the A

o

could be generated in a conventional war. Th

(0]

may be forced to operate in dispersed conditions.

Question 3.

What techniques were employed in past attempts to
improve deployment capability?

Like the previcus question, the answers were found in
unit histories, past studies, and correspond=nce of the
major commands. The answers were restricted to those
attempts made before the formation of the TAF RED HORSE
Steering Committee in 1987. The fccus is on the major
attempts that would or did produce significant changes in
RED HORSE capability. Many of the itechnigu=s ars not
discussed because they are less significant lor this study

For example, attempts made in more effective
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containerizaticn <f RED HCORSE equipren*t i3 an important
issue but to far removed from the issues of this study.

In the =2arly 1970's, RED HORSE regulations discussed
the employment of 200-man augmenting units to aid in
employment cprerations. These units were considered to be an
expanded capabili<y that helped reduce the heaviness of the
line units‘but also provided snormous =273uipment support.
This concept of using half-size RED ¥CRSZ units to augment
line units is scrmething that deserves cconsideration for
future application.

The 554 RHCES staff has tried to ccntrol those elements
within their control and also has made rzcommendations to
its headquarter=d readiness staff. Thzy r=duced
mobilization and processing time by pickling eguipment and
vehicles and restricting the movemen* =% essential
pversonnel. This procedure works for th= wartime missien b=
Has negatively impacted the peacetime zconstruction training
efforts. Not wanting to lose RED HCRSE as a majer

construction agency, the PACAF staff asked the 554th to

reexamine their capabilities with the zcal of improving

denloyment ~avakilities. The 554th zut ="2gether a report

gt=1 *hat improvements cculd be made in vehicle

whizh 3

i

o

a9

1

distribution arcng the UTCs. Some vehicles were not

identified as :eing nzeded in the zarly 4days of contingency

constructisn ~neraticons.




RIZLOCK tested several alternate configurations <cf RED
YORSE UTCs as an attempt to reduce the heaviness of
individual modules. RELCOX was also geared towards
eliminating the inefficiencies in the match up of RED HORSE
UTCs to specific taskings. Even though RELOOK initiatives
were not adepted, many gecd ideas were generated and tested.
Questions were raised that should have been answered a lorg
time ago. For example, should we always plan for deployment
of entire UTCs or should we have the flexibility to break
out unneeded equipment?

Question 4.

What are current recommendations for improving
deployment capability?

The answers to this question were taken prinmarily from
the literature and interviews with AFCE contingency
planners. The recommendations were screened for feasibility
during discussions with members of the TAC/DE readiness
staff.

The TAF RED HORSE Steering Committee recorded several
recommendations. The most significant to this study is
deployment based on force modules. Force modules should
2llow A=zpleoyment of lighter, more responsive RED HCRSZ
forces especially in c¢risis planning situations. Other
raconmmandations made by the committee include better threat
analysis, theater specific tasks identification, in-theater
support analysis, overational concept refinement, and force

structure assessment. Some of these recommendation were
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considaersd in the Delphi study design. Questions were
included to solicit 2xpert opinion on operational concepts,
in-theater requirements, and force structure design.

In his study, Major Ryburn made several recommendations
which are being considered by RED HORSE planners. Ryburn
" recommended that a dual structure be adopted to accommodatsa
both theater conventional planning with prepositioned assets
and specific taskings of less conventicnal contingencies.
He also recommended a RED HORSE doctrine which considers +the
differences in crisis and deliberate planning and the
differences in low intensity conflict and conventional
theater warfare. These recommendations were alsoc considerad
in the Delphi study design.

Question 5.

What techniques are other military branches using to
deploy similar combat engineering units?

The Navy and the Army have mobils combkat 2ngineering
units which are similar to RED HORSE in force structure,
composition, and mission. This researcher suspected that an
analysis of the structure of these units might revsal
methods applicable to making improvements in RED HORSE
caprability. Fortunately, something even more useful was
uncevered during the research. Both the Army and Navy had

made attempts to improve the contingency response capability

of their respective units. Their methodologies were

PV

4
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wed fcr possible application to this study.
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The <cmmen =2lement of the Army's and Navy's
improvements was task organization. This is also ccmparable
to the specific tasking concept of Ryburn's dual structur=.
In addition, the reconfiguration options of PACAF are
similar to the task organization of the Navy SEABEEs.

Several considerations of the Army and Navy

&

mprovements were included in the Delphi study design. The
Navy took a lcok at time-phased employment requirements.
The Army took a look at skill utilization, rank structure,
and logistic and basic support requirements.

Question 6.

What relevant planning factors are crucial to tailoring
a RED HORSE deployment?

The answers to this question were derived through an
analysis of the answers to the first five questions and the
a2xpert opinion provided in the Delphi study. This is the
first effort towards synthesizing the criteria and standards
focr force module applications. For deliberate planning and
more so for c¢risis planning, a rule or criteria is needed to
test and evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of RID
HORSE taskings. As Colonel Glaze suggested, we cannot keep
»lanning for the saks of making planning easier. 25D HCRSE
taskings should be realistic and rigorous.

AFCE doctrine should present a framework for most
planning. Doctrine accounts for such things as AFCE's role

in the spectrum of armed conflict. Doctrine would also help
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defiie the ccmplimentary rolz2s bhetween RED HCRSE and Prime

BEEF and the plans for dispersed operations.

The location of each unit is another factor. The
location of each unit greatly impacts the planning
requirements. Forward deployed units have different
requirements from CONUS based units and the 554th's
raquirements differ from those of the 819 RHCES in the
BEuropean theater. Prepositioning and transportation
requirements differ among the theaters. Contract supnort
capabilities differ in each theater. AFCE planners must
understand the theater specific requirements to adequately
tailor RED HORSE deplocyments.

Another planning factor is the--required and desired--
degree of self-sufficiency. It is a waste of rescurcss *c
ieploy RED HORSE forces inteo areas if they cannot chbtain
constructicn supnlies, repair equipment, and provide £ocd
and water for the troops. It is a waste of engine=ring
skill to deploy RED HORSE forces into areas where they spend
most of their time defending themselves. AFCE needs %o
examine different employment scenarios and determine which
self-sufficiency elements are needed in RED HCRSE modules.

Other planning factors include transportation medes,
travel distances, theater command relationships, host natinsn
support, time-rhased employment cperations, skill and rank

requirements, and logistic support req'.irements.




Question 7.

How does the heavy repair mission relate to mobility
requirements for RED HORSE?

This questicon was actually raised by a member of the
USAFE/DE readiness staff. The importance is understanding
the relationships between requirements, missioa, and
capability. As Colonel Glazes suggested, the AF has
compromisaed this relationship for political reascns. We saw
a little of this in the RELOOK study. Understanding the
relationship is a preliminary step to testing the criteria
and choosing a structure that would incresase planning
flexibility and responsiveness. While trying to answer this
question, more questions were raised--but not necessarily
answered. How would changes to the structure affect missicn
capability? Conversely, how would changes to the missicn
affect force structure needs?

The relationships between the heavy repair missicn and
the mobility ra2quirements (or ravid response capability)
should bhe spelled out by doctrine. Doctrine should identify
how changes in one would affect the other. The obvious
assumption is that an increase in heavy repair capability
ra2quires an increase in UTC size which probably means a
decrease in mobil :y. Since its conception, RED HORSE's
heavy repair capability has been igcreased through the
addition of more heawvy construction equipment. This
additional eguipment has made the UTCs heavier and less

mckhile for convoy or air movements.
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The relat_.onships may be further explained through the
force module elements--manpower, equipment, and supplies.
Through these elements we should easily be able to estimate
the incremental impacts to mission capability and mobility
requirements. Even more we should be able to find an
optimal balance <f those elements if our objective i3 to
impreve derloyment nlanning and execution.

If engineering planners can agree on what the mission
of RED HORSE should be, we then should be able to estimate
the force structure elements required to achieve that
mission. If we want RED HORSE to do heavy repair, then it
must have heavy repair elements. Modules should be designed
to project that capability in the most expedient and most
effective way possib.ie.

Question 8.

What are possible combinations of personnel and
equipment that will improve the current response
capability of RED HORSE while still meeting mission
requirements, i.e., revised force modules?

The goal here was to find evidence that c¢nuld be used
to validate the suggested criteria for RED HORSE force
module applications. The analysis was compared to the
suggestions of past studies. Historical documents revealed
the 200-man augmenting units as one option. Five csiher
options (see Appendix A) were uncover=d in the resview ¢

past studies. One was provided by the RELCCK study. Major

Rvburn presented another option ir his Air Command and Staff
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College report. Senicr Master Sergeant Anderson preszntzd
three cthers in his draft report for the PACOPS/DEO

readiness staff.

Expert Opinion: Delphi Study

The Delphi study was divided into seven areas. The
succeeding discussion is a summary and analysis of the
resronses from the experts involved. The resulfts c¢cZ the
Delphi study were most important in building the criteria
for force module apprlications.

Area 1: Experience of Respondents. The experience of

raspondents varied from one year in a RED HORSE unit to 3
vears on a MAJCOM readiness staff. Some of the participants
had several years of Vietnam exper.ence in a RED HORSE
unit.

The experience cf some of the respondents increased
their usefulness to this study. Two respondents
participataed in the RELOOK study. Several others

r+icipated in conferences on RED HORSE doctrine and

b4
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~ncept of opera*ions.

Area 2: Historical Perspective of Respondents. This

arza was designed to solicit opinions abonut deploymen<
structure and the intended planning criteria, inter versus
intra-theater mobility.

Of those respondents familiar with the historical
development of RED HORSE, the majority initially stated RED

HCRSE was intended for intra-theater mobility, not




nter~theater. After the second round c<f
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interviews, all respondents indicated RED HORSE is not
totally suited for rapid deployment between theaters. They
believed this to be especially true when it involved moving
the entire 400-man unit. However, some believed inter-
theater movement 1is not totally infeasible if time
constraints are relaxed and strategic lift is made
available. Unfortunately, the constraints may not ever be
relieved.

In dealing with the historical issues of RED HORSE, the
beliefs and perceptions of mission planners are potential
indicators of future employment planning. If true, the
perceptions of the planners (involved in this study) would
indicate a trend towards more realistic deplcocyment planning
fcr RED HORSE,

Area 3: Force Structure Design. This ar=sa was

designed to solicit expert opinions on the criteria fecr
building force modules. The topics were inter versus intra-
theater deployments, skill organization wversus task
organization, inclusion of a contracting capability., broad
planning factors, self-sufficiency. and time-phased skill
needs.

A consensus was not initially reached on whether the
current structure's mission should be designed around inter
or intra-theater deployments. The initial survey resulted

in 4 for intra, 3 for inter, and 2 for both. During the
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seccnd round it was determined that some of the respcndents

failed to notice the question concerned only the current 3-
echelon structure. Ewventually, a clear majority suggested
the current structure is suited solely for inter-theater
deploymerts when the entire unit needs to be quickly movad.

The second question is this area asked the participants
to assess the merits of a structure divided by maior skill
aresas. The majority believed force modules should not ke
divided along vertical, horizontal, and support disciplines.
Some concerns of this proposal were flexibility to respoud
to unplanned contingencies and dilution c<cf capabilities.

Two respondents also recommended multi-skilled lakor be
included as an element of force module development.

The last four guestions in this area mostly dealt wicth
~ertain 2lements of force structure design. the respondents
were asked specific questions about what capabilities should
be in RED HORSE and what are the relative priorities of need
in contingency situations.

One question asked what are the most important factors
to consider in the design of force modules. The most
frequent response was "theater specific requirements."”
Initially six of the nine r=spondents mentioned this as cne
of the three they felt were most important. Other factors
censidered to be highly important include doctrine and

threat.
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The experts also felt new modules (if designed) should
nossess limitad self-sufficiency in terms of intra-
organizaticnal derendencies. Each module should contain the

rgauic capability to conduct limited operations as
determined by designated missions. Of course, the degree of
self-sufficiency is influenced by the nature ¢of the war,
locatiosn, and duration. One expert also recognized the
significance of external political and organizational
influence on the logistics support system. An effective
logistics system is a prerequisite for effective RED HORSE
cperations. Self-sufficient operations are contingent ugon
logistics.

Another desired qualit., of force modules is the
capability to handle various contingencies. Assuming
significant variation exist in skill requirements for bare
base cperations, heavy bomb damage repair, and expedient
censtruction, the relative importance of certain wartime
capabilities may also vary accordingly. For example, well
drilling capabilities may be more important for bare base
operations than for heavy bomb damage repair.

The experts evaluated the priority of need of eight
capabilities separately under three possible taskings. The

results are shown on the next page.




Table 6. Ranking of Engineering Capabilities
- - |

I. Tasked for Bare Base Operations (Force Beddown)
II. Tasked for Heavy Bomb Damage Repair
TII. Tasked for Expedient Construction

AAXKAKKARKA KA KX KXARARARRRAAKRRRRARKRRRAKAXRAAKRRRARAKRRRAARKAKKRRRAARAKRRKXARKRRKARKK

Categories
I II ITI
Capabilities A B C A B cC 1A B c
x < *x
Security 1 1 |*x1 2 1 [*x2 1 1 |*1
Earth Moving 2 12,5 (%2 1 3 |*x1 2 4 =2
Vertical Constr. 4 4 x5 6 3 |x6 3 3 |*3
Heorizontal Constr.| 4 3 (*4 3 2 |*3 5 12,3 %5
Well Drilling 3 5 [*3 7 7 %38 6 6 |*6
Quarry Ops 6 7 |*7 6 14,5 |x7 7 5 |x7
Material Testing 5 6 |*6 4 5 |*4 4 2 |*4
Barrier Inst. 7 7 (*8 I 5 14,6 |*5 || 8 8 ‘*8

"A" - represents rank of mean response
"B" - represents modal values (used t> decide ties)

"C" - represents assigned ranks
b |

This table indicates (of the eight capabilities listed)
security defense and earth moving capabilities are
considered highly needed in all three potential wartime
taskings. On the other hand, Quarry operations and barrier
installation capabilities are considered low priorities.
Vertical construction - .ability was assigned a moderate
ranking in all catego: 5 except heavy bomb damage repair.
This makes sense assuming heavy bomb damage implies enough
damage to airfield pavements to disrupt flying operations.

Even more, in this category, material testing, barrier
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installation, and horizontal cavabilities were given a
higher priority than vertical construction capabilities.

Another seemingly significant difference in the
distribution of priorities between categories is the
priority given to well drilling capabilities. for bare base
operations, well drilling is given a higher priority of need
than in the other categories.

The bottom line here is the experts obviously perceive
a need to vary the priorities given to capabilities for
different situations. This supports arguments to build
flexibility into RED HORSE deployment planning by adopting
task organization.

Area 4: Contingency Support Capability.

This area was designed to solicit expert opinions on
the adequacy of RED HORSE overall contingency support
capability, contingency operation concepts such as resunply
of consumables, and the adequacy of individual special
capability teams.

When asked to rate the adequacy of RED HORSE's
capability, the experts agreed the capability is equal to or
better than what might be required to support conventional
or limited warfare. On a 7-point scale ( 7 meaning
"significantly greater than", 4 meaning "equal to"), the
mean response for conventional warfare was 4.77. The most
fraquent response was 6 —-- four experts. For low intensity

conflict, the mean response was 5.11. The most frequent
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response was 6 -- five exparts. Tn both categories, *he
majority of experts believed *the current capability to be
more than what might ke required in wartime. Keep in mind,
this is based on the capability and taskings of one unit.

The experts all agreed the most important factor in
self-csu:fficiency is the capability of the logistics
functions. Heowever, some indicated the logistics pipeline
force needs further evaluation. Are personnel receiving
adequate training? Can we truly provide RED HORSFE with
adequate construction and repair materials in all supported
theaters?

Even though a consensus was not reached, six special
capability teams were identified as being inadequate. They
were quarry operations, barrier installation,
communications, concrete mobile, material testing, and well
drilling. The primary concerns of the experts were
sufficiency of team training and usefulness of eqguipment.
Some also questioned the need for a dedicated concrete
mobile team.

As an overall analysis of the opinions in this area.
the experts are suggesting RED HORSE can perform its
assigned mission. Unfortunately, there is unacceptable room
for improvement in personnel training and equipment.

Area 5: Mission.

This area was designed to solicit expert opinions on

the compatibleness of RED HORSE and Prime BEEF missions, the
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scome of thes RED HCORSE mission, the security posture, and
cemmand r=2lationships. These attributes are important in
specifving RED HORSE employment concept of operations and
identifying external relationships.

Initially all but two of the respondents agreed there
is no problem if some overlapping of responsibility occurs

between RED HORSE and Prime BEEF. They believed this to be

acceptable due to similarities in skills -- "all are
engineers" -- and the redundancy it allows for using backup
forces.

In the second round of interviews the two who disagreed
indicated there may be no real problem if managed properly.
The goal should be (as one respondent said) to maximize
engineering capabilities, seeking an optimal Lalance of unit
specializatioﬁ with force redundancy.

The experts were asked whether RED HORSE's primary
tasking should be force beddown, bomb damage repair, or
heavy construction for base upgrade. For this question a
consensus was not expected. This question was included as a
means of validating responses of other questions. For
example, in another area, one respondent indicated that
Prime BEEF should have first shot at force beddown taskings.
In this area the respondent answered with some consistency
by saying "RED HORSE could be used for initial force beddown

but planning should be based on construction.” Of all the
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respondents, the most frequent response was "all three.”

The next most fregquent response was "bombk damage repair.”
Another under-specified aspect of RED HORSE's roles =and

missions is its role in providing perimeter security, either

for the uni%t or for the base while reinforcing other

security fcrces. The experts believed RED HORSE shculd "do

p-

~ all" but should plan for work party security. The
question that remains is what proficiency level should the
units maintain?

The last survey question in this area dealt with
theater command relationships for the units. A consensus
was reached on the second round. All experts agreed that
depending on the theater of operations, RED HORSE elements
sheculd work for NAF or regional CE commanders.

Area 6: Perscnnel/Skills.

This area was designed to sclicit expert opinions =zn
the skill composition and the importance of certain skills
to mission capability.

After the first round of interviews, all but one of the
experts believed all authorized AFSCs were needed in RED
YORSE. The one exper*t questicned the need for asphalt and
concrete mobile skills. He indicated these were Army
missions which required significant logistical support.
During the second round, he indicated his concern was based
cn the assumption these skills would be used mostly for

construction.
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A consensus was not attempted for the remaini:

questions in this area. These gquestions were included to
measure expert copinion on the relative importance of certain
non-engineering skills. The rationale is that if limited
1ift is available to move all RED HORSE personnel to a bare
base, then some personnel must be left behind to wait for
other transportation. What skills are more important than
others in a bare base environment?

The experts were asked to rank the skills (1 for most,
9 for least) as far as importance to unit self-sufficiency.

The results are tabulated below.

Table 7. Ranking of Non-engineering Capabilities
]

Rank of Modal Rank

Means Values Assigned
Medical 2 2,3 2
Training Manager 8 8 9
Financial Manager 7 6,7 8
Supply 3 2 3
Environmental Support 4 6,7 5
Logistics Officer 5 4,6 6
Family Physician 6 3,9 7
Vehicle Maintainers 1 1 1
Machine Shop Tech. 4 5 4

The experts were also asked to evaluate whether the
skills were needed most for (1) initial base development,

{2) operations and maintenance, (3) sustained operations, or
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any combination of all three. The opinions were measur=d o>n
an ~rdinal scale which required results to be based soclely

on the most frequent response.

Table 8. When Skills are Needed Most
e

Phase of COperations

Medical Early -- Initial Base Devel.
Training Manager Late -- Sustained Operations
Financial Manager Late -- Sustained Operations
Supply ** no clear choice
Environmental Support Early -- Al1l three

Logistics Officer Middle -- Operaticns and Maint.
Family Physician Early -- Initial Base Devel.
Vehicle Maintainers ** no c¢lear choice

Machine Shop Tech. ** no clear choice

Except for the ranking of the Family Physician and the
Environmental support skills, both sets of data have
parallel implications. The medics and vehicle maintainers
are most important f£o self-sufficient overations and shoulAd
deploy with early elements. The least important contingency
skills are financial and training and should prcbably deplcy
with later elements. This is especially true if ihe least
«cmplex tasks of early phases can be performed bv other
AFSCs.

The variation in the ranking of the Family Physician
and Environmental support skills may be due to the experts

lack of general knowledge of these areas. The variation mavy
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also ke attributed to opinions that the skills are
important, but may temporarily be performed by others.

Area 7: Suggested Force Structure.

This area was designed to solicit expert cpinions on
the five . iggested structures included in Appendix A. The

expe~ s were also tasked with choosing a {(or recommending

T

their own) structure they thought had the greatest potantial
for future applications. The objectives were (1) to allow
the experts to freely speak about RED HORSE force module
design and (2) to use their opinions to build the criteria
and standards for future applications.

The experts were asked to consider the following

qualities for a mobile Civil Engineering force:

1. Ability to quickly mobilize personnel and

|
|
1

equipment

2. Ability to transition from peacetime mode to wartime
configuration.

3. Ability to accomplish heavy bomb-damage repair.

4. Reliability ¢f contingency engineering czapabilities
5. Command and control relationships.

Based solely on frequency of selection, Option 2
(selected five times) might represent the best structure for
future applications. Options 4 and 5 were both selected
once. Two respondents decided not to select any option on
the basis that all five were insufficient. Some of the
reascns for selecting Option 2 include:

Good for crisis action planning
Good for forward deployed operations
Greater flexibility for predetermined tasks

Supportable by war planners
Good if used with prepositioning
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Some of *he reasons fecr not selescting Orntion 2 include
1. Deliberate planning still regquires total
deployment.
2. Task organization may present command and control
problems.

A consensus could not be reached for this area, but the
contributions of the experts helped in developing criteria
to be used in force module applications. The explanaticns
and justificaticons, given by the experts, provided
additional insight on desired attributes of a standard

structure.

T

The next section in this chapter will be used to defirne
the criteria. Actually, the criteria has already been
discussed in other areas. The following is an attemp*t o

bring the concepts together and present them in a doctrinal

framework.

Suggested Criteria

Referring back to the doctrinal framework presented 1in
Chapter Two, engineering planning criteria become a part of

the "equation" for capability. The criteria is used to

evaluate and select the components -- people, equipment. and
supplies. The criteria of AFM 2-XX are in a sense desirable
attributes for components. To be consistent with the

rrovos2? direction of HQ USAF melds the findings of this
research with the previously mentioned attributes. The list
{shown in outline form below) is not meant to be completely

exhaustive.
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A. Suitability: appropriate

1. Considers votential thrciat to the unit.

(a) Aff~cts required security defense

posture.
{b) Depends on scope and intensity of the

conflict.

2. Considers theater specific requirements.

{a) May require dispersed operations.
(b) Affects required logistical support.

(2} Impacts effectiveness of organic support
elements.

(d) Accounts for Host Nation support
agreements.

fa) May require support of indigenous 1labor.

3. Considers variations in necessary scale of

deployments.

(a) May al'ways require advanced parties.

(b) Transportation modes may differ: sea,
ground, or air.
{c) Travel distances may vary.

Considers nissions of external agencies.

4.
{a) May be impacted by Army operations.
(b) Affects overall employment planning for
AFCE forces.
5. Considers effective ard efficient use of
manpower.

(a2} Some skills are more important than
others in various situations.

(b) Required skill combinations may be
affected by equipment and construction

technology.
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6. Considers appropriateness of equipment and
vehicles.
7. Considers requirements of mission planners.

(a) Does it suit planning methodologiec?

(b) Is it compatible with theater Oplans?

{c) Is it suitable for current logistics
capabilities?

(d) Compatible with prepositioning plannirg?
B. Flexibility: adaptable to changes.
1. Considers variations in theater requirements.

(a) Flexible for variations in theater
construction standards.

(b) Withstands need to operate in limited
dispersed conditions.

(c) Withstands potentially frequent tactical
movements.

2. Considers variations in level of conflict and
intensity of taskings.

(a) Elements should be easily detachable for
crisis planning.

(b) Internal deployment priorities for skills
and capabilities should be flexible.

3. Considers variations in transportation modes.

C. Operability: capable of functioning in systenm.

1. Considers requirements for rapid mobilization.
2. Considers requirements of external logistics
agencies.

3. Satisfies other mission requirements.

4. Considers availability of resupply channels.
D. Availability: ready for use.

1. Command structures and relationships are
identified.
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2. Role identified in plans.

3. Accounts for realistic shortfalls in equipment
and training.

E. Affordability: can be supported with available
resources.

1. Considers availability of (deployment and
employment) logistical support.

2. Minimizes dispersed operctions.

3. Considers availability of other theater
engineering forces.

F. Reliability: dependable (for objectives).
1. Capable of accomplishing mission tasks.

{(a) Bomb damage recovery, force beddown,
expedient construction, etc . .

2. Capable of supporting theater specific
requirements.

G. Survivability: withstands hostile influences.
1. Capable of providing limited active defense.
(a) Considers work party security.
(b) Considers convoy security.
2. Capable of sustaining defensive capabilities.

3. Capable of limited operations with other Air
Force security forces.

H. Resilience: withstands changes/quickly regenerates.

1. Capable of quickly regenerating following
deployments.

2. Withstands large swings in work load.
I. Responsiveness: quickly reacts to taskings.

1. Considers response procedures for crisis
planning.

2. Capable of rapidly mobilizing entire unit when
in-garrison.
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{a) Requirements vary with type of movement:
inter- or intra-theater.

3. Capable of quickly transitioning from
peacetime to wartime operations.

(a) Affected by internal command structure.
4. Once in place, Capable of quickly dispatching
elements by normal intra-~theater transportation

modes.

5. Suitable command structure for quick response.

Summary

The above criteria were developed from analysis of
historical documents, current literature, and expert opinion
on the issues of RED HORSE contingency support capability.
This research is only the first step towards finding a
smoother, more flexible, and more responsive deployment
structure for RED HORSE.

The criteria outline is not complete nor is it a "stand
alone" decision tool. It is appropriate if used in a
qualitative decision analysis technique suitable for multi-
attribute, multi-objective decision making. The objectives
are those things AFCE would like RED HORSE to be capable of
doing. The attributes are those qualities we would like RED
HORSE to possess. In this research the attributes are

.

described in the criteria.
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VI. Conclusions and Recommendations

Overview

This chapter presents the conclusions reached while
meeting the objectives of this research. The discussion
also offers recommendations based on each conclusion and for

additional research.

Conclusion 1

The following questions were the original concerns of
this effort: Can RED HORSE teams be modified to reduce the
amount of necessary equipment without detriment to heavy

rep.ir capability? What factors should be considered to

achieve a balance between heavy repair and rapid resvonse?

These questions cannot be answered totally without
completion of the other phases of this programmatic
research. Testing and validation still remains to done.
However, the results are useful and do have some practical
implications.

The results indicate RED HORSE modules can be modified
or scaled down without significant impacts to heavy repair
capability. However, the incremental impacts cannot be
estimated without understanding the correlation between
heavy repair capability and quantities of people and
equipment. Attempts to retrieve data from HQ USAF or HQ
AFESC indicated no unclassified sources provide quantitative

estimates of the relationships.
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Recommendation. R=commend a model ke develored to sheow

or predict the effects changes in quantities of pecple and
equipment have on capability. ror example, if five each 5-
level carpenters and electricians are taken from RH-2, what
is the nominal change in RH-2's ability to perform facility
damage repair for 30 days? Along with this, standards and
minimum levels of people and equipment should be identified
to perform certain operations for 30 day increments at 8,
12, and 24 hour workdays. For example, what is the minimum
nurber of RED HORSE personnel (identified by AFSCs) needed
to perform 30 days of intensive utility upgrade in a bare
base environment.

The model could be developed as a student thesis and
would provide another means of evaluating capabilities of
individual force modules. The model could also use

algorithms in an expert system to suggest what blocks of

skills are adequate for various missions.

Conclusion 2

Sometimes organizations become so involved in improving
things, they forget to consider original concepts and
lessons from past events. Such is the case with RED HORSE,.
Looking at how rewrites to the governing regulations and
other directives have evolved shows that not only have we
attempted to reinvent the wheel, we have weakened the
support.

100




The results of this research suggest much is to be

gained by synthesizing the historical lessons learned and

current planning criteria. Since the employment of the
first CE mobility teams, problems have been recorded as
lessons learned in contingency reports such as Corona
Harvest. The "wheel" will continue to be plagued by
problems if AFCE fails to publicize and implement guidelines
based on these lesson learned.

Recommendation. Recommend the Air Force continue to

push for a formalized CE doctrine. In addition, a separate,
unclassified document should be published which presents
lessons learned in an historical context. This document
could be completed as a student thesis and later published
as an Air Force pamphlet.

Also, if not existing already, a separate panel should
be developed to study the effects of new (technology)
advances on RED HORSE, especially in the areas of
construction and aircraft requirements. The panel could
meet once a year and meeting minutes could be included as a

supplement to other guidance.

Conclusion 3

A well developed RED HORSE force mocdule structure
becomes a great tool for planning around movements of small
elements. The advantages are not as far reaching for
planning rapid strategic movements of entire units. The

reason is rapid strategic movement of CE forces is and will
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most probably always be constrained by limited air 1lift.
The effects of this constraint could be minimized if an
effective prepositioning program becomes available.

The feasibility of a RED HORSE prepositioning program
was one assumption made for this research. A prepositioning
program would allow development of much lighter RED HORSE
modules.

Recommendation. Recommend force modules be developed

that are based on prepositioning programs. Imagine that
maybe for RH-2, AFCE could concentrate on deploying
personnel first (especially to MOBs or COBs) with the goal
of using in place assets as much as possible. Follow-on
equipment could be dispatched by RH-3 personnel or selected
RH-2 personnel. Part of this effort would be based on:

1. TIdentifying minimum number of RH-2 personnel to go
on separate modules.

2. Building personnel modules to include MREs, tools,
weapons, erdalator (as needed), M-35 trucks for
transport, and pup tents. This should be adequate for
survival. Until equipment arrives all they really need
is transportation, food, water, weapons, and cover.
This module is suited for bare base operations.

3. Thinking in terms of minimizing airlift

requirements. For some contingencies such as natural
disasters some local equipment will be available for
use.

Other Recommendations

1. Recommend AFCE develop better CESPG (Civil

Engineering Support Plan Generator) planning factors for RED
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HORSE. Interviews with mission planners indicated realistic

planning factors for RED HORSE have not been developed.

2. Recommend a panel be developed to evaluate the RED
HORSE Table of Authorizations (TA) for equipment and the
condition under which it is used for deployments. Current
guidelines require RED HORSE to deploy with all items listed
in TA429. Unfortunately, much of the equipment is needed
for peacetime operations and is not suitable for wartime.
Maybe RED HORSE needs two separate TAs.

3. Recommend another delphi study be accomplished to
validate the criteria identified in the findings.

4. Recommend ancther study (similar %o RELOOK' be
accomplished to examine other force structures such as the
task organization proposed in Option 2. Some consideration
should be given to the way the Marines develép their force
taskings in crisis planning. The Marines have based their

force modules on task organization.

Closing Remarks

AFCE has been operating under the principles of
suboptimization (of the goal of providing a force for
contingencies). Immediate tactical alternatives are
downgrading the strategic effectiveness of contingency
applications. AFCE needs to improve the coordination of
short and long range planning.

If the process of finding the force module applications

is represented in terms of scientific preblem solving--
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identify and describe, analyze, list alternatives, build
criteria, choose and test solution--AFCE has done a poor job
of building the criteria for testing and evaluating their
judgments. Somehow all of this goes back to doctrine.

Final recommendation is to build AFCE doctrine with
emphasis on coordination of long and short range planning.
AFCE possesses a great combat engineering capability in the
form of RED HORSE squadrons. Much is to be gained by a

realistic evaluation of the contingency planning process.
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Appendix A: First Round Delphi Survey

1. Definitions. Some definitions have been provided to facilitate
standardization of the responses.

Contingency Support Operations. Actions which are required to aid,
protect, complement, or sustain other forces. Actions should be based
on reasonable anticipation of the enemy threat.

Deployment Canability. Quality associated with the ability to
relocate forces to desired areas of operation.

Force Module. Groun of combat, support, and service support forces
(with supplies) for a specified time period, usually 30 days. Elements
of force modules are combined or separately identified to allow easy
adjustments in the TPFDD (Time-Phased Force and Deployment Data) which
adds flexibility to crisis planning (AFSC pub 1, 1988). For the
purposes of this research, force modules shall not be dependent upon
operation plans or plans used in deliberate planning.

Heavy Revnair Capability. Quality associated with the ability to
restore heavily damaged facilities, utilities, and pavements to
serviceable condition. Usually requircs large earth uoving capabilirfy.

2. General Comments.

a. This study will not be used to recommend changes to the current
UTCs for RED HORSE. TIts purpose is to gather information that may be
used to add both flexibilityv in the planning and responsiveness in the
execution of RED HORSE deployments. The scope is generic in nature and
shall no*t include all the equipment issues.

b. One area of the survey includes some suggested mobility team
confiqurations that have been generated by experts in the field.
(Sources will identified at a later date.) These options have been
provided for your comments and to stimulate your thinking. Please feel
free to make comments anywhere on these documents.

¢. Because you are the experts your participation and hcnesty are
key to the effectiveness of this study. There are no right or wrong
answers. Brainstorming only adds to the quality of the response: so
feel free to consult with anyone in your unit. Your responses will
remain anonymous.

d. This study has been designed not to take more than one hour of
your time. Because most of you work these issues as part of your job,

you will be provided an executive summary of this research after it is
completed.

3. Specific Instructions.
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2. Since the responses you give are considered expert opinions,
nlease provide raticnale for your answers, especially for areas where
you feel strongly. Add any documents, examples, or experiences you have
had that will help the other participants understand your response. Be
assured any information that might reveal the identity of the resnondent
will be removed.

b. HAdditional pages are provided for comments you may have
regarding this study.
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QUESTIONS

AREA 1: YOUR EXPERIENCE

1. In what jobs and units were you assigned to that added to your
experience with RED HORSE? How long were you in each?

JOB and/or UNIT LENGTH OF TINME

2. Vhat studies, working groups, or reports were youn involved with that
dealt with RED HORSE force structures?

TITLE DATE

AREA 2: HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

3. If you are familiar with the historical development of RED HORSE
during the Vietnam Conflict (either through actual involvement or
through historical readings) state whether you believe RED HORSE was
intended (designed) for inter-theater mobility, intra-theater mobility,
or both. Explain.

4. The unit histories of RED HORSE units which operated in Vietnam
suggest that contingency deployments were never accomplished or intended
to be accomplished under a three echelon system such as the RH-1, 2, and
3 concept. What is your opinion of this assessment?

AREA 3: FORCE STRUCTURE DESIGN

5. As the mobilitv teams are currently configured, do you believe the
mission of RED HORSE should be designed primarily around inter-theater
deployments, intra-theater deployments, or both? Please explain.

6. Air Force sponsored studies and reports suggest ancther nore
appropriate force mecdule structure might be divided along the same lines
as the disciplines required for construction. For example, all AFSCs
needed for horizontal construction capability might be grouped in one or
several smaller mobility teams and the same could be done for vertical
construction capability, administrative support, medical support.
etc.... VWhat is your assessment of this suggested configuration?

7. In light of the amount of contract construction accomplished in the
Vietnam Conflict, should RED HORSE be given a contracting capability to
be employed in similar environments?

8. VWhat would you say are the most important factors that shonld be
considered in the design of RED HORSE force modules? Choose any of the
following or provide others.
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- Doctrine, designated unit mission

- Generic contingency engineering support
requirements (tor all theaters)

- DPotential threat

- Support needs

- Theater specific requirements

9. If lighter, smaller force modules are developed, should they be
independent of each other (in terms of capability, self-sufficiency,
lo7ristics support, etc...)?  What other factors should be considered?

10. Significant portions of RH-2 could be made deplovable before 48-
hours but will deploy based on airflow schedules. The airflow schedule
also impacts the arrival time and sequence at the port of debarkation.
Under such circumstances, each scenario might dictate *that some
capabilities (assets) arrive and generate sooner than cthers. If you
were taskXed with determining what was needed first at the deployed
location, what priorities (for deployment) would you assign to each
capability under the three scenarios listed below? Use "1" for highest
priority and list any other capabilities that wmight apply.

I. Tasked for Bare Base Operations (Force Beddown)
ITI. Tasked for Heavy Bomb Damage Repair
I1I. Tasked for Expedient Construction

(List the priorities under the number for each scenario)

SCENARIO

I IT IIT

- Security Defense {(Weapons/Ammo)

- Earth Moving Capabilities

- Vertical Construction Capabilities

~ Horizontal Construction Capabilities
{Concrete and Asphalt paving)

- VWell Drilling ({(water production!

- Quarry Ops

~ Material Testing

- Barrier Installation

-~ Other (give name)

AREA 4: CONTINGENCY SUPPORT CAPABILITY
11. How would you rate RED HORSE's "actual” contingency support

capability against what might be required to support conventional
warfare? Circle one number.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Significantly Equal Significantly
Less Greater
Than Than

12. Low intensity conflict?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Significantly Equal Significantly
Less Greater

Than Than

13. What changes would you recommend for the current cap:bility of RED
HORSE?

14. Do you agree that the most important factor which determines self-

sufficiency is the capability of the logistics functions (supply,
vehicle maintenance, etc...)? If not, what is the most important

factor?

15. In planning to conduct independent--self-sufficient--operations,
which areas do you believe are not fully developed? (Example: Resupply
of consumables) What recommendations do you have?

16. Are the special capability teams adequate?

Place a check in the appropriate box.

YES NO

- RAirfield lighting installation

- Communications

- Concrete Mobile Operations

- Explosive Demolition Operations

- Expedient Barrier Installation

- Material Testing

- Quarry Operations

- Bare Base Installation

- Water Well Drilling

- Disaster Preparedness Mobility Team

If inadequate, why? Training? Equipment? Manpower?
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AREA 5: MISSION

17. What are vour thoughts on any potential overlapping of
responsibilities of RED HORSE and Prime BEEF?

18. Should RED HORSE UTCs be tied to combat units for specific and
dedicated support during contingencies?

19. For purposes of deliberate planning, should the taskings of RED
HORSE be primarily force beddown, bomb damage repair, or heavy
construction (for base upgrade)?

20. What is your opinion of RED HORSE's role in providing perimeter
security or team sacurity?

21. VWhat changes, if any, do you recommend to the concept of employment
in hostile environments?

22. Who should RED HORSE work for in wartime, i.e., flying unit
commanders, regional CE commanders, etc...?

AREA 6: PERSONNEL/SKILLS

23. Are all of the skills currently assigned to the unit needed for RED
HORSE contingency support operations? If you believe some are not
needed, please note those and explain why.

24. How would you rank the following AFSCs, (1 for most important, 9
for least) in increasing the self-sufficiency of RED HORSE?

- 90270.......... Medical Service Technician (2)
- 751%2...inunnn. Training Technician (2)
- 6T72%X. i Financial Manager (2)
_ - B45XX.......... Supply (14)
R - B6bXR.e et ennnnn Environmental Support (5)
- 6616-.......... Logistics Officer
- 7024-.......... Family Physician
- 472X .. iinnn.. Vehicle Maintainers (38)
= 427K e Machine Shop Tech (2)

25. Bare Base operations may be divided into 3 phases: (1) initial base
development--1 to 30 days, (2) operations and maintenance--31 to 90
days, (3) Sustained operations--longer than 90 days. In which phase of
operations would you say the following AFSCs would be needed the most?
Place a 1, 2, and/or 3 by each AFSC to specify the phase of operation.
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RREA 7:

SUGGESTED FORCE STRUCTURES

-90270.......... Medical Service Technician (2)
- 151%2. .00 Training Technician (2)

-~ 672XX. e eeenn-- Financial Manager (2)

~ 645%X. ... Supply (14)

- 566%X.......... Environmental Support (5)

- 6616-.......... Logistics Officer

- 7024-.......... Family Physician

- 472%X. e Vehicle Maintainers (38)

- 427XX. e Machine Shop Tech (2)

When you evaluate the suggested mobility configurations that follow,
please also consider the following qualities for a mobile Civil

Engineering force:

(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)

Ability to quickly mobilize personnel and/or equipment
Ability to transition from peacetime mode to wartime

configuration.

Ability to accomplish heavy bomb-damage repair.
Reliability of contingency engineering capabilities.

Command and control relationships.

Five options are provided for your review.

option or recommend others.

Feel free to comment on each

Please indicate (in the space provided

below) which option you believe has the greatest potential for future
applications.

111




OPTION 1

TEAM DESCRIPTION SHORT_ TONS PERSONNEL RESPONSE
1 Adv. Engineer. Support 11 12 12 Hrs
2 Beddown Support 98 58 24 Hrs
2¢ Convoy Package 45 0 24 Hrs
3 Enhanced CE Support 250 52 48 Hrs
4 Heavy Repair Echelon U.lciermined 282 6 Days
5 Well Drilling Equip. 120 0 Unspecified
6 Paving Equipment 68 0 Unspecified
7 Quarry Equipment Undetermined 0 Unspecified

Advanced Engineering Support. Mission similar to current RH-1. Air
transportable on 1 C-130.

Beddown Support. Performs advanced airfield preparation for reception
of single squadron beddown forces, limited earth moving and site
preparation for Harvest Eagle/Bare erection; erects Harvest Eagle/Bare;
installs airfield lighting, potable water systems, electrical power
systems, sanitation facilities, barriers, and static grounds for
aircraft. Note: based on 72 hour reception and 1100-man beddown.

Convoy Package. An "equipment only" UTC which (when combined with TEAM
2) gives TEAM the capability to "convoy with organic equipment up to 100
miles."

Enhanced CE support. A separate UTC that is used to enhance TEAM's 2
capability as follows: (1) Concrete mobile operations, (2) Facility
hardening and revetment erection, (3) Explosive demolition, (4) Rapid
runway repair, (5) Well drilling operations

Heavy Repair Echelon. Performs heavy bomb damage repair, utility system
expansion/development, Harvest Eagle/Bare erection, Rapid runway repair,
and may be combined with TEAMS 5,6, or 7.

Well Drilling Equipment. Well drilling equipment only UTC. Enhances
capability of TEAM 4.

Paving Equipment. Paving equipment only UTC. Enhances capability of
TEAM 4.

Quarry Equipment. Quarry equipment only UTC. Enhances capability of
TEAM 4.
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OPTION 2

Dual structure to support to support (1) theater prepositioning and
(2) contingency response.

STRUCTURE #1: A single UTC composed only of personnel to support theater
Oplans which are based on prepositioned assets. The UTC would contain
distinct echelons designed for deployment. Response times were
unspecified.

STRUCTURE #2: Small task UTCs designed only for crisis planning and
composed of personnel and organic equipment "for contingency response."”
Teams would be able to deploy separately or in combination. The teams
would be built around the following tasks:

1. Airfield lighting installation

2. Aircraft arresting system installation

3. Grounding point and power check pad installation; surface
clearing and striping

4. Asphalt paving

5. RAirfield assessment and beddown planning

6. Explosive demolition

7 Unit beddown; Harvest Bare and Harvest Eagle

erection; shower and latrine facility erection and

operation

8. Field dispensary

9. Water purification

10. Field messing with mobile kitchen

11. Water well drilling

12. Materials Testing

13. Mobile Concrete operations

Response times and actual team organization (people and equipment) were
unspecified.
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OPTIONs 3, 4, and 5

The next few pages are copies of three options designed by the
readiness branch of one of the major commands.
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NOTE: The following is a partial reproduction of the draft study put
together by Senior Master Sergeant James Anderson, PACOPS/DEO.

REORGANIZATION OF 554TH CESHR-

RAPID RESPONSE FLIGHT -RRF

DEPLOYMENT PACKAGES

OVERVIEW

Recently, hecause of budget cuts; the 1ove AP wide to do our husiness smarter; and the TAF/DEs
ini*iztives to make RED HORSE squadrons world wide more responsive to the needs of their supported
CINCs: we have developed this attached proposal as a possible solution. This attachment does not
propose any additional equipment, but a rearrangement and reallocation of some existing equipment to
better serve the needs of the squadron. In the past, the "RE" deplovaent system has been the norm.
This method of deployzent has been broke for a long time, therefore, in need of a permanent fix.
There are many wavs to divide existing RE assets to aeet the needs and in Options I & IT, #e have
delineated three. Hewever. the attached, we believe are the most sound and request jour guidance.

PREPACE
The basic RRD HORSE squadron will remain at 400 personmel. This will be loaded into the JDA/IDS
data base. In Option I & II, each HORSE unit, with existing manning and equipage is capable of
fielding 4 each rapid response force packages, called Rapid Response ?lights ‘®RPs!. In addition,
there will be a RED HORSE Support Plight (RHSP) that will remain in qarrison to support projects in
and around the garrison area. 1In addition the RESF will contain all the specialized AFSCs unigue to
the RORSE such 3s ¥ed Techs, Pinancial Management, and Safety and the unique capabilities such as well

drilling, concrete mobile operations, and RRR. These special capabilities will he packaged along with
£light augmenting force packages to enhance the capabilities of the deployed 28%'s, In additicn, the

%4SP will contain squadron augmentees of Liquid Puels Maintenance, Physician, and Disaster
oreparedness Technician. ™he hasic premise for the use of personnel and equipment is a halanced and
survivable force capable of all skills, It must be understood that the capability to move the entire
90RSE to support the CINC 2nd the command remains available for whatever contingency. Bottom line. we
have developed a siaple deployaent/emplovaent package capable of the same mission as the total unit.
") HEAVY PRTNE BREP*, sounds like a contradiction in teras, however, RED HORSE, in its conceptual
stages was an outgrowth of predominately vertical and predominately horizontal £lights designed for
the accomplishment of specific "training” proiects. This option does not add or detract from unit

CONDITINNG

The deplovment/employment of the RRPs are formatted to respend to theater contingencies both on 2
ore-planned and unplanned basis. they can respond to natural disasters, construction projects, and
other contingencies as directed. ‘the computerized deployzent system (COMPRS)} and all associated
systeas will have the basic 400 person RED HORSE unit and its legistical tail loaded as the data base.
Although, each RBORSE is capable of deploying 4 similar or skill specific %8Ps. we recommend ! BRF be
*on the ready line® at any given time for contingency purpeses, with a second R%% "in the harrel." 3y
using the RRP packages, both peacetize and wartime contingencies can be met. Tailoring of *he
Legistics system (COMPYPS Phase IV! is now availiable and capable of accommodating force packaging of
the PRPs. "he system is user friendly and shculd be of great help to us both in HORSE and BREP.
Successful force packaging of the HORSE in this mannmer, will give us the best of all possible
combination. A HORSE that is aobile, skill specific, construction oriented, and light.
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QPTION I

75-BERSON PACRAGE
RABTD RESPONSE PLIGRT PACRAGE
3 TYPICAL RRP_CORNSISTS 0P THE POLLOWING:

BERSONNEL
055X%- CIV BNG OFP- 2 55I1XX- P, 6 & B - 25 S566XE - SANIT -1
SXYXX- SUPER -1 §52%%- STRUCTURAL - 19 623XX - SERVICES - 3
542%%- SLECTRICAL - 7  553%0- STTE DBV - 1 G45KK - SUPPLY - 2
54513~ NPCHANICAL - 2 555%0- PROD CONT - 1 021X - ADNTN -2
TOTAL PRP D7RCONNRL DACFACE = 75 DEDSONNEL.

YEBICLES
10 TON TRACTOR - ! N-35 2.5 7TON TRUCK - ¢  PICKUP § PAX -2
PTCEUP, 3 PAX - 4 10 TOR DUNP TRUCK - 1 20 TON DUNP TRUCK - 2
20 TON DUNP TRUCK- 2 1.5 TON TRAILER - 2 JOPT VAN TRAILZR - !
26 L/B TRATLER - 1 507 L/B TRATLER - 1 2.5CY LOADER W/QC - 2
GRADER SIZE 7 - 2 DOZER SIZE 7 -2
T0TAL R8P VERICLE PACRAGE = 27 PIECES.

EQUIPNENT

GZNERATOR § EW - 2 PLOODLIGHT SET NP1 - 2 COMPRESSOR MC-7 - 2
WRLD & CUT SE?S - 1 RECIPROCATING PUNPS- 1 JACKHAMMERS -2
TeNTS, 16X32' - §  PIELD SHOWER UNITS - 2 500GL PUEL BLADDER -
T4EODOLITE - 1 RADIOS PORT & BASE- 4  TENT LIGHTING S3T - 1
Y08 3AGS - 75 VEARONS -75  AMNUNITION - AS REQ
RATIONS - AS REQ  WATER BUFPALOS - 2 HAP RADIOS -1

TOTAL RRF EQUIPMENT PACKAGE = AS LISTED ABQVE.

ADVON ELEMENT

Bach flight will have a 5-person ADVON Element capable of site survey and planning factors for £light
employaent.

Bach ADVON Element will he equipped w#ith one 6-PAX vehicle. sit development and site amalysis

equipment and personnel protective equipment. Tiaing for this ADVON element will be reflacted in the
oroper deployaent phasing attachment to this package.

116




QPTI0N I
CBRES

PORCE_NODULE_PACEAGR
TE-BERS0N OACTAGE

Sasis of this proposal is the 400 person RED HORSE squadron UTC with five (5] force modules.
are listed the manpower breakouts for the individual packages.

A-PLIGE? B-PLIGHT C-PLIGHT D-PLIGHT E-PLIGH?
(DEPLOY) {DEPLOY) (DERLOY) (DEPLOY! (SUPPORT)

Below

{RRF-1) IRRF-B) {RRP-C) (RRF-D) (RHSF)
8816 1 5816 1 BB2%G 1 6525 1 405616 ! 64560 1
§825¢ 1 8528¢ 1 5%25€ 1 8525C 1 5R2%A 1 84570 1
54299 1 54599 1 55299 1 88299 1 gels 1 64550 1!
§4270 1 84270 1 54270 1 84270 1 A07024 ! 84830 1
84250 2 54250 2 54250 2 54250 2 55258 2 84571 1
24230 1 230 1 54230 1 54230 1 85256 2 56170 1
54281 1 54280 1 54271 1 54251 1 10090 1 §7251 1
32311 3431 1 41 1 54231 1 a0 1 572713 1
54252 1 54252 1 84252 1 54282 1 42170 ! 70270 1
§4550 1 54850 1 B4850 1 54880 1 427%0 ! I
84572 1 54882 1 54882 1 54832 1 5491 1 90279 !
fR1T¢ 1 551701 BE170 1 BBIT0 1 4251 1 47200 1
§5150 4 58180 4  ES5I50 4 55150 4 54212 2 7211 2
85130 2 BB1)0 2 58130 2 65130 2 54250 1 180 1
85171 2 85171 2 88M71 2 EBITL 2 56232 1 7215 1
§5151 12 65151 12 58151 12 55181 12 85100 1 m14 1
9131 4 55131 4 85131 4 65131 4 55199 1 47234 1
5270 2 55270 2 8%2T0 2 58270 2 5E1T0 ! 7283 1
§5250 9 55250 9 55250 9 652%0 9 55150 ¢
6230 2 85230 2 8R230 2 55230 2 85130 3
§9252 2 55282 2 85282 2 65252 2 55171 )
58212 1 85232 1 85232 1 85232 1 85151 11
§5285 2 55255 21 BB285 2 €828% 2 85131 2
§5235 1 55235 1 55235 1 55235 1 55200 1
8537 1 85370 1 88370 1 819 1 B525% )
55380 2 8B250 2 BS350 2 58380 2 55230 10
56671 1 86651 1 Se6IL 1 58330 1 5811 1
62350 2 62380 2 62380 2 GEEST 1 55282 1
62330 1 62330 1 62330 1 62350 2 88275 2
4550 1 64550 1 64550 1 62330 1 55285 )
64551 1 64551 1 64581 1 64550 1 55300 1 -
2101 4171 1 47270 1 64531 1 58590 1
7350 3 47250 3 47250 3 41171 1 55530 1
7210 2 47230 2 47230 2 47250 3 56650 !
55870 1 85870 1 5EE70 1 47230 1 60370
70250 2 70250 1 70250 1 58550 1 62350 2
7292 1 70230 1 70230 L 70250 1 62370 2

47232 1 4m%2 v 100 1

31 1

TOTAL 75 TOTAL 75 TOTAL 75 TOTAL 75 TOTAL 100

117




QPTION !

75-PERSON PACRAGE
CERES
RECAP RAPID RESPONSE FLIGHT (RRF) AND RBD RORSE SUPPORT PLIGHT (RHSP!

RRF RHSF

APSC/SPRCIALTY ¥OBILITY (E) TO?AL
FLIGR?S FLIGHT ASSETS

1 8 CD

§516/ CIVIL ENGINEERING STAFF
§525%/ CIVIL BNGINEER 1122
6616/ LOGISTICS PLARNER
7024/ EXECUTIVB OPFICER
10099/ FIRST SERGEANT
542%%/ ELECTRICAL
545%X/ MECHANICAL
SYXXX/ SUPERINTENDENT
551%X/ PAVE, BQUIP, & GRNDS
§52%1/ STRUCTURAL
583XX/ SITE DRVELOPMENT?
58580/ PROD CONT
566X0/ SANITATION
§23IX/ BASE SERVICES
645X%/ SUPRLY
T02%%/ ADMINISTRATION
472X%/ VEHICLE MAINTENANCE
24130/ SAFETY
42730/ MACHINIS?
B61X0/ LOGISTICS PLANNERS
751%2/ TRAINING
$02X0/ NEDICAL TECENICTAN
6§72X%/ PINANCIAL MANAGBMENT
503%0/ VBHICLE DISPATCH
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TOTALS 75 75 75 7§ 100 400
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QPTTON !
15-PERSON PACIAGE

RAPID RESPONSZ PLIGHT (RR7) AND RED HORSE SUPPORT PLIGHT (RHSP!

TEAN VEIGHT(LBS) VEHS PERS REMARES
RRF-A ¢ 230,000+t 26 10 54 HOURS
RRE-A-ADY 20,0002 1 § 18 qoUes
RRP-3 ¢ 210,000% 26 70 18 HOURS
RRP-8-ADV 20,0004+ 1 8 42 HOURS
RRF-C ¢ 20,0002+ 26 10 102 HOURS
RRE-C-ADY 30,0002 1 18 HOURS
RRF-D ¢ 330,000%¢ 26 10 126 HOURS
RRP-A-ADY 20,0008 1 5 90 ACURS
RASF 1,500,000%¢ 95 100 30 DAYS

*  EACH PLIGH? WILL BE AN INTEGRAL PART OF T0TAL HORSE. HOWEVER, ONLY ONE RAPID RESPONSE PLIGRT
{RRE) WILL BE ON CALL AT ANY ONE TINE. THERE DOES ZXIST ?HE POSSIBILI?Y THAT DUZ T0 TRE
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE MORE THAN ONE QP THE RRPS CAN BE DEPLOYZD AT ONE TINE.

tt THIS IS AN BSTINATZ, ACTUAL WEIGHTS WILL BE CALCULATED UPQON APPROVAL OF CONCEPT,
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§5-PRRSON_PACKAGE

QeTION I

RAPTD PESPONSE PLIGHT PACKAGE

A TYRICAL RRF CONSISTS OF THE POLLOKING:

055%%- CIV ENG OFF- 2
5XXXX- SUPER

542%X- BLECTRICAL
545%X- MECHANICAL
472%X- VER MAINT

S81%X- 2, G & F
§52%X- STRUCTURAL - 18
§583X0- STTE DEV - )

1

L
Gy 02 ~3 ,

TOTAL RRP PERSONMEL PACKAGE = &5 PERSONNEL.

10 TON TRACTOR - 1 NM-35 2.5 TON TRUCK - ¢
PICRUB, 3 PAX -4 10 TON DUNP TRUCK -1
10 TOF DUNP TRUCK- 2 1.3 TON TRAILER -2
J8T L/B TRAILER -1 507 L/B TRAILER -1
GRADER SIZE 2 -1 DOIER SIZR 7 -2
TQ?AL RRP VEHICLE PACRAGE = 27 PTECES.

GENERATOR 5 RW - 2 FLOODLIGHT SET NF1 - 2
¥ZLD § CUT SETS - 1 PECIPPOCATING PN - 1
TENTS, 16X32' -7 PIELD SHOWER UNITS - 2
THEQDCLITE -1 TADIOS PORT & BASE- 4
¥0B BAGS - 65 WEARONS -65
RATIONS - AS REQ  WATER BUFPALOS -2

POTAL RRP_EQUIPMENT BACKAGE = S LISTED ABOVE.

-1

PERSONNEL

566%% - SANIT -1
§23XX - SERVICES - )
645XY - sUppLY - 2

VERICLES

PICKYP 6 PAX

20 TON DUNP TRUCK
JOFT VAN TRAILER

3.5CY LOADER W/qC

TQUIPNENT

COMPRESSOR NC-7

JACTHAMMERS

500G, PUEL BLADDER
TENT LIGHTING SET

ANNUNTTION
RAP RADIOS

LI
0D 4 DO po

]

]
— 14 0D oo

- As R%Q
-1

Tach flight #ill have a S-nerson ADVON Rlement capable of site survey and planning factars for £light

eaployaent.

Bach ADVON Blement #ill he equipped with cne 6-3A% vehicle,
Tiaing far this ADVON element will be reflected in
proper deployment phasing attachment to this package.

equipment and personnel protective equipment.
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QPTION 1

FORCE NODULE PACKAGE

65-87RSON_PACRAGE

Basis of this propesal is the 400 person RED HORSR squadron UTC with five (5) force modules.
are !isted the manpower breakouts for the individual packages.

Below

A-PLIGHT? B-PLIGHT C-PLIGHT D-FLIGHT E-PLIGHT
{DEPLOY) (DERLOY) (DEPLOY) (DEPLOY) (SUPPORT)
IRRF-4) (RRP-B) [RRE-C) {RRE-D) {RASP)
5816 1 5516 ! 55256 1 §8B28F 1 A0SSI6 ! CTLUL
5829¢ 1 BR28C 1 5525C 1 BE2SC 1 952%h 54870 !
56100 1 55199 1 55299 1 55299 1 616 1. 64550 !
54270 1 54270 1 M0 1 54270 1 A07024 1 h4830 !
54250 2 54250 2 54250 2 54250 2 5S25E 2 64571 !
54230 1 54230 1 54230 1 54230 1 5535 2 6170 2
54251 1 54280 1 54271 1 54250 1 10090 67251 1
54231 1 84211 1 84231 1 54231 1 1m0 67273 1!
54252 1 54282 1 84282 1 54252 1 4am0 1 70270 12
54550 1 584550 ! 84580 1 54880 1 42750 ! 70250 8
54572 1 54552 1 54552 1 54832 1 54im 1 0230 2
8517 1 85170 1 S’170 1 88170 1 4281 71§72 2
55150 4 55150 4 58150 4 55150 4 54272 2 30270 2
§513¢ 2 55130 2 85130 2 5R130 2 BfRf2 1 47200 1
§8170 2 ss170 2 85171 2 88ITL 1 88132 1 {1271 1
85181 10 EE18)] 10 BEISD 10 5R181 10 EEl00 1 {7280 ¢
56131 2 55131 1 s13L % 5513 2 55199 ! 7275 1
55270 2 BR270 2 BS270 1 8A270 7 58170 ] 712714 1
55260 8 55250 8 58250 ¢ 55250 8 55180 ¢ 171234 1
58230 2 58230 2 88220 2 BE2X 2 AR 3 47283 2
55292 2 55282 2 86281 1 88281 7 5517 3 47252 3
55232 1! 58232 1 58232 1 8812 ! 55181 19 1281 1
59255 2 552%% 2 55255 1 58255 2 85131 19
§8235 1 88118 1 §5338 1 88238 1 55200 1
56370 1 55370 1 58370 1 58370 1 95230 7
88350 2 5%3%0 2 BS5380 2 55380 1 58230 10
56671 1 %6681 1 36631 1 55330 ! 55272 !
2180 2 62280 2 62380 2 56651 1 %E28) !
62130 1 62330 1 52330 1 62380 1 55175 1
54580 1 f4580 ! 54550 1 62210 1 58255 3
£4551 1 84581 1 64551 1 4550 1 L300 1
LR EBARED SR ¥ 25 U S 0 S S ‘T L) S SR ELLL
47250 2 47250 2 47280 2 47271 1 85870 3
7230 2 47230 2 4M30 2 47380 1 3RO L
7230 2 58830 1

56650 1

60370 1

§2380 2

§23710 12
TOTAL 85 TOTAL 65 TOTAL 6% TOTAL 65 TOMAL 140
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QPTION II

65-PRRSON PACKAGE
cRRYES

R2CAP 2APID RESPONSE PLIGRT (RRP) AND RED HORSE SUPPORT PLIGHT 'RHSP!

RRP RASE
APSC/SPRCIALTY MOBILITY {B) TOTAL
PLIGHTS FLIGH? ASSETS
A8 C D
5516/ CIVIL ENGINEERING STA®R 11 1 3
5525%/ CIVIL ENGINRER 112 5 n
$615/ LOGISTICS PLANNER 1 1
7024/ EXRCUTIVE OFFICER ! l
10090/ PIRST SEARGENT 1 1
542X%/ BLECTRICAL 7111 7 5
545%X/ NECHANICAL 11113 8
SYXXX/ SUPERINTENDENT 111 4
551%%/ PAVE, RQUIB, & GRNDS i 42 126
§82XX/ STRUCTURAL 18 18 18 18 28 97
553XX/ SITR DRVELOPNENT 33 3} 1 1]

58510/ PROD CONT b §

566%0/ SANITATION 1111 1 5
§2)IX/ BASE SERVICES 1313 4 1%
§45XX/ suepLy 21112 5 3
T02XX/ ADMINISTRATION 10 12
472%X/ VEHICLE NAINTENANCE 5 5 5% 13 18
24110/ sareTy 1 !
427%0/ XACHINIST 1 2
56110/ LOGISTICS PLANNERS 2 2
181%2/ TRATNING 2 2
302X0/ MEDICAL TECRNICIAN 2 2
§73XX/ FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 2 1
§03X0/ VEHICLE DISPATCH 1 1
TOTALS 65 65 65 65 140 00
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QPION 11
65-PERSON PACTAGE

RAPID RESPONSE PLIGHT [RRP) AND RED HO:SE SUPPORT PLIGH? (RASP)

T2AN WEIGHT(LBS) VERS PERS RENARES

RRP-A ¢ 230,000t 26 &0 54 HOURS
RR2-A-ADY 20,0002 1 5 18 HOURS
RRP B 130.00024 18 50 78 ROURS
PRF-5-ADY 20,0002+ 1 42 HOURS
RRE-C ¢ 230,000 6 60 102 ROURS
RRF-C-ADV 20,0002t 1 18 ROURS
RRP-D ¢ 210,000t 26 80 126 HOURS
RRE-A-ADV 20,0004 1 § 90 HOURS
RHSE 1,500,000%¢ 95 140 30 DAYS

* BACH PLIGHT WILL BR AN INTEGRAL PART OF TOTAL HORSZ. HOWEVER, CNLY ONE RAPID RESPONSE FLIGHT
{RRP) WILL 3B ON CALL AT ANY ONE TIME. THERE DOES BXIST THE POSSISILITY THAT DUE 70 THE
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE ¥ORE THAN ONE OF THE RRPS CAN BE DEPLOYED AT ONE 7TME,

tt RIS IS AN ESTIMATE, ACTUAL WEIGH™S WILL BE CALCULATED UBON APBROVAL OF CONCEPT.
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0PTION I1I

RECAP HORIZONTAL CONSTRUCTION CAPABILITY

055XX- CIV ENG OFF- 1
STIXX- SUPER -1
§53X0- SITE DRV - )

TOTAL RRF PERSONNEL PACKAGE = 86 DPZRSORNEL.

X-35 2.5 T0N TRUCK - 2 PICKUP 6 PAX -1
PICRUP, 3 PAX -2 10 TON DUNP TRUCK - 2
20 TON DUMP TRUCK - 4 1.5 TON TRAILER -1
JST L/B TRAILER -1 50T L/B TRAILER -1

TOTAL RR? VENICLE PACRAGE = )4 PIBCES.

GENERATOR 5 K¥ - 2 PLOODLIGHT SET NPl - 2
WELD & CUT SB?S - 1  RECIPROCATING PUNPS- 2
TENTS, 16%32' - 6  FIBLD SROWER OUNITS - 3
THRODOLITE -1 RADIOS PORT & BASE- 4
H0B BAGS - 168 WEAPOKRS -56
RATIONS - AS REQ  WATER BUPFALOS -2

T0TAL RRF PQUIPMENT PACRAGE = AS LTSTED ABQVE.

PERSONNEL

§81%X- 2, G

§23%% - SERVICES
472%X- VEH MAINY

VERICLES

GRADER SIZE 2
20 TON TRACTOR

DOZER SIZE 7
2.5CY LOADER

EQUIPMENT

COMBRESSOR ¥C-7 -2

500GL PUEL SLADDER -~ 1

TENT LIGRTING
ANNUNITION
HAP RADIOS
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-3
-7
-2
-4
-1

¥/Qc -2
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055%%- CIV ENG OFF- 2
SXIXX- SUPER -1
5421X- BLECTRICAL -14
545Y%- NECHANICAL - ¢
47231~ VER MAINT - 3

TOTAL RRP PERSONNEL PACRAGE

QPTION IIT

RECAP VBRTICAL CONSTRUCTION CAPABILITY

PERSONNEL

566XX~ SANIT -2
§23XX- SERVICES - 3
§53%0~ SITE DEY - 3
§53%X~ STRUCTURAL - 28
545X%~ SUPPLY -4

54 DPRSONNEL.

10 TON TRACTOR -
PICRUP, 3 PAX

L]
R A

VERICLES

N-35 2.5 TON TRUCK - 2
PICRUP, 6 PAX -1
-2

1.5 TON TRAILER - JOT VAN TRAILER
TOTAL RRP VEHTCLE PACRAGE = 22 PIECES.
EQUIPNENT

GENERATOR 5 XW - 2 PLOODLIGRT SET NP1 - 2 WELD & CU? SETS -1
TENTS, 16X32' -10  PIELD SHOWER UNI?S - 2 S00GL PUEL BLADDER - 1
THEODOLITE -~ 1 RADIOS PORT & BASE- 4  TENT LIGHTING SRT - !
NOB BAGS - 192 WEAPORS -64  AMNUNITION - AS REQ
RATIONS - AS RRQ  WATER BUPPALOS - 1 HAP RADIOS -1

TQTAL RRP EQUIPNERT ZACRAGE = AS LISTED ABQVE.
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AFSC/SPECIALTY

QPTION III

RAPTD RESPONSE PLIGHT AND RED HORSE SUPPORT PLIGHT

HORIZOATAL AND VERTICAL CONSTRUCTION CAPABILITIES

B3P RSP
NOBILITY {8) TOTAL
PLIGA?S PLIGH? AS387S

A B COD

5516/ CIVIL ENGINRERING STAFP

55258/ CIVIL ENGINEER
6616/ LOGISTICS PLANNER
1024/ EXBCUTIVE OFFICER

10090/ PIRST SEARGENT

542X%/ BLECTRICAL

§45X%/ MECHANICAL

SXXXX/ SUPERINTENDENT

1
S51XX/ PAVE, BQUIP, & GRNDS 40 40 46 126

§52XX/ STRUCTURAL

§53%%/ SIT8 DEVELOPNENT
§55%0/ PROD CONT

56630/ SANITATION

633XX/ BASE SERVICES
645X/ SUPPLY

1627%/ ADNINISTRATION
47333/ VERICLE NAIKTENANCE
24130/ SAPETY

42730/ MACRINIST

661%0/ LOGISTICS PLANNERS
151X/ TRAINING

902%0/ MEDICAL TECHNICIAN

672%%/ PINANCTAL NANAGENENT

§03%0/ VERICLE DISPATCH

—

-3 - e = U
P e N e T

(93

e

28 28 {1 $1
]

1%
13
10

38

D—‘H
— 03 b3 05 8D 5, TP D 5y -

o
—t 0 53 P 0 s

T0TALS

56 56 64 64 160 409
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QPTION 111

VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL CONSTRUCTION CAPABILITY

"2hN YEIGH? (L3S) 7285 PERS RENARES
RRP-E-A * 450,004+ 3 56 54 HOURS*:
RRE-H-B ¢ 150,004 | 56 78 HOURSt2t
RRP-V-A ¢ 150, 00084 2 62 54 HOURSt#2
RRE-Y-B * 150,00011 12 62 78 HOURS**?
RHEST 1,500,000%¢ 9 164 30 DAYS

it

(33 ]

EACH PLIGHT WILL BE AN INTEGRAL PART QF TOTAL HORSE.

THIS IS AN ESTINATE, ACTUAL WEIGHTS WILL BE CALCULATED UPON APPROVAL OF
CONCEPT.

THIS IS SANPLE TINING, ACTUAL TINES WILL BE INSPIRED AS DEVELOPNERT QF THE
PACKAGE OCCURS. CONSEQUENTLY, HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL PACKAGES MAYBE
DEPLOYED IRDEPENDENTLY OR AS A WHOLE, BUT NOT SINULTANEOUSLY. THESE PACRAGES
STILL REQUIRE DEPLOYMENT INTEGRITY. IF DEPLOYED AS A PACXAGE, THEN TAE
DEPLOYNENT TIMING OF 24 HOURS BETWEEN HORTZONTAL AND VERTICAL PORTIONS MUST
B8 MAINTAINED.
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Appendix B: Summary of Responses

AREA 1:  YOUR EXPERIENCE

1. In what jobs and units were you assigned to that added to your
experience with RED HORSE? How long were you in each?

(a) Contingency planner, MAJCOM readiness staff

(b) Vietnam (4 years), MAJCOM readiness staff

(c) 7219 CERHF/CC (3 years)

(d) Chief Ops Training (2 Years)

(e) Project Engineer, 554th; Chief of Ops, 823 (3 years)
(f) Chief Engineer, 820 CESHR (2 years)

(g) Site Developer, Vietnam (1 year); 823rd (4 years)
(h) HQ TAC (1.5 years)

(1) Eng. Asst. Manager, 200 CERHS (since 1975)

2. VWhat studies, working groups, or reports were you involved with that
dealt with RED HORSE force structures?

{(a) RH ConOps, E&S doctrine, RH commander's conferences
(b) RR Steering Committee

{c) Thesis on Prepositioning of RH assets

{d) None

(e} RELOOK

(£) None

(g} RELOOK

(h) None

(i) Informal Review of team member structuring.

AREA 2: HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

3. If you are familiar with the historical development of RED HORSE
during the Vietnam Conflict (either through actual involvement or
through historical readings) state whether you believe RED HORSE was
intended (designed) for inter-theater mobility, intra-theater mobility,
or both. Explain.

{a) Never designed for mobility (rapid response) to the
majority of the DCC.

(b) "Both, it is my firm and steadfast belief . . . the
HORSE can do both missions with ease.”

{c) Not originally designed for inter-theater; changes
were made after Vietnam

(4) "At first RED HORSE was intended only for intra-

theater mobility with over the road transportation.
Its size (manning and equipment) did not and does not
permit rapid deployment of the unit as a whole."
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(e) Never designed for mobility. First came up around

'73.
(f) Both.
(q) No answer.
Not familiar with the history.
(1) "With the existing size and weight of the RED HORSE

package (RH-1,2,3), it is hard to see it as anything
but an irtra-theater operation.

4. The unit histories of RED HORSE units which operated in Vietnam
suggest that contingency deployments were never accomplished or intended
to be accomplished under a three echelon system such as the RH-1, 2, and
3 concept. 4What i1s your opinion of this assessment?

(a) True, they were designed for deployment of entire
units to set up bare bases and follow on construction.
(b} "Agree!! The size was always right, however, in ny

opinion the packaging or UTC/echelon construction
never fit the need.”

(¢} Agree--"not intended to accomplish work under a three
echelon system.”

(d) "No comment."

(e) Agree

(f) "I agree, the HORSE must be able to break up into

smaller teams to perform various scopes of work,
though a "support" tail highly determines the HORSE's
capability to sustain in various scenarios."

(9) "RH-1, 2, and 3 were convenient packages established
for LGX's benefit. As far as I know the units were
tasked and deployed the same way we accomplish our day
to day taskings now."

(h) "Unknown, but is does seem almost impossible..."

(i) "Agreed, time limitations (long duration) almost
eliminate the RH-3 force from ever seeing the theater
of operation.”

AREA 3: FORCE STRUCTURE DESIGN

5. As the mobility teams are currently configured, do you believe the
mission of RED HORSE should be designed primarily around inter-theater
deployments, intra-theater deployments, or both? Please explain.

(a) Intra-theater deployments because of limited
transportation. reason for prepositioning.

(b) Inter-theater in conjunction with dual flag basing and
prepositioning.

{c) Both

(d) "Theater deployed units such as the 554th at Osan or

the 819th in UK should only be designed to be theater
mobile. But, given the size of PACAF (PACOM) and
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Europe, the logistics required to transport them
intra-theater would be the same or almost the same as
inter-theater mobility."

{e) As configured, inter-theater mobility, but then most
of this will be influenced by the nature of the war
and the engineering requirements. CONUS units should
have the ability to deploy overseas. Theater based
units must have convoy capability. The criteria that
is currently applied to RED HORSE units 1is
inappropriate.

(£) As currently confiqured we are better prepared for
inter-theater deployments. Our convoy moving
capabilities are inadequate.

(q) anth.
{(h) Intra-theater
(1) Intra-theater

6. Air Force sponsored studies and reports suggest another more
appropriate force module structure might be divided along the same lines
as the disciplines required for construction. For example, all AFSCs
needed for horizontal construction capability might be grouped in one or
several smaller mobility teams and the same could be done for vertical
construction capability, administrative support, medical support,
etc.... What is your assessment of this suggested configuration?

(a) "Force modules should support small packages for
special capabilities. Packaged for Horizontal or
Vertical construction, to be effective they must be
pretty large, otherwise they provide only token
capability. Just not practical. 400-man RH is only
half of an 800+ Army construction battalion."

(b) Division of RH capabilities should ". . . be
maintained in some semblance of the original
confiquration.” The RH/CC and the supported theater
CINC should decides what capabilities are needed.

(c) "Sounds like putting all your eggs in one basket."
This concept lacks flexibility--personnel should be
multi-skilled.

{3) "I do not agree. Contingency responses will not be
geared toward strictly horizontal or vertical work.
There is no way to predict what type of repair work
would be necessary in the event of a contingency of
war. After all their primary mission is not peacetime
construction but contingency/war damage repair."

(e) Disagree. No flexibility. Inappropriate for a CONUS
based unit because you don't really know what the
mission is going to be.

(f) "I agree we must be able to mobilize in a matrix
system."
(g) "The above concept appears very plausible; however,

practically all vertical projects require at least
some horizontal work. By far the most accurate means
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of getting the right number of workers on the job is
to define the scope of the work and allowing RED HORSE
to fill the positions."

(h) "More so than that, personnel should be multi-skilled
in lieu of single skilled qualified.”
(1) "Teams need to be suited to the current situation

requirements. There will rn:ver be two situations with
the same exact requirements. The 2bility to evaluate
and fill those requirements with the disc.iplines is
the key. Otherwise, have the RH-1, "go lcok teanm".
evaluate the needs and respond with the requirements.”

7. In light of the amount of contract construction accomplished in the
Vietnam Conflict, should RED HOKSE be given a coniracting capability to
be employed in similar environments?

(a) Yes, in fact we are providing one each SMSgt
contracting authorization to active units for this
purpose. YWe have approval; manpower is working slots.

(b) Yes, the capability was there in Vietnam but it was
lost sometime after 1974.

{c) Yes

(d) "T'm not sure what is being asked here."

(e) Yes.

(£) No answer.

(3) Yes.

(h) "Not sure of this question."

(i) "Yes, local manpower is a vital resource."”

8. What would you say are the most important factors that should be
considered in the design of RED HORSE force nmodules? Choose any of the
following or provide others.

- Doctrine, designated unit mission
- Generic contingency engineering support
requirements (for all theaters)
- Potential threat
- Support needs
- Theater specific requirements

(a) "Not sure any factor is as important as a hierarchy of
factors, starting with doctrine."

(b) Theater specific requirements and generic skills.

{c) In order of most to least~--threat, theater specific

requirements, generic requirements, doctrine, and
support needs; will probably be determined by the
theater ConOps.

(d) "Theater specific contingency/war damage repair."

{e) All are important, but the differences of each theater
must also be considered. We need to also consider the

131




complimentary roles of Prime BEEF and RED HORSE.
[What it really boils down to is doctrine.]

(f) Potential threat and support needs.

{g) Generic requirements and threat.

(h) Potential threat, Support needs, Theater specific
requirements

(i) "TIdentify requirements (per theater); identify mission

definition to fulfill requirements."

9. If lighter, smaller force modules are developed, should they be
independent of each other (in terms of capability, self-sufficiency,
logistics support, etc...)? What other factors shounld be considered?

(2) "Forece modnles should be built around critical special
capabilities like well drilling, ... asphalt paving
may be too large. Force modules should be self-
sufficient with resupply of consumables including such
things as well casings."”

(b) Should be se¢lf-sufficient and self-capable but this
could be accomplisied as in options 3-5.
{c) Yes. "Unfortunately, this concept is very much like

the troubled Prime BEEF teams from the mid 1980's."
It may be efficient but it may not be as oflcoctive.

(4) "If smaller, lighter force modules are developed, they
should be self-sufficient for short periods of time
until reinforcements arrive. This will give one RED
HORSE unit the flexibility to respond to more than one
contingency at the same time."

(e) The deqgree of self-eufficiency will depend on the
nature of the war and the theater requirements, e.g.,
dispersed operations. In a big war, RED HORSE should
not deliberately set themselves up to be fragmented.
The capability will be diluted. In emergency/crisis
action planning situations, a task organization would
probably be very appropriate.

(£) Yes. Other factors include location and duration of
deployment; these factors will determine the support
tail.

(g) "Smaller force modules would be a tremendous benefit

in getting the right kXinds and numbers of construction
troops to critical jobs. However, the war planners
must be knowledgeable of the force module capabilities
and the job requirements. The force modules could be
made lighter (dependent on host base support) but
develop a stand alone package for deployment into
unsupported contingencies."”

{(h) No answer.

(1) "From past experience, for all the effort that was and
is put into aligning the RH units, only to a degree
has it been accomplished. This caused by the
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government buying systems, climate of each RH

location, and the local interpretation of important

issues that govern the HORSE.”
10. Significant portions of RH-2 could be made deployable before 48-
hours but will deploy based on airflow schedules. The airflow schedule
also impacts the arrival time and sequence at the port of debarkation.
Under such circumstances, each scenario might dictate that some
capabilities (assets) arrive and generate sooner than others. If you
were tasked with determining what was needed first at the deployed
location, what priorities (for deployment) would you assign to each
capability under the three scenarios listed below? Use "1" for highest
priority and list any other capabilities that might apply.

I. Tasked for Bare Base Operations (Force Beddown)
1I. Task:d Zor Heavy Bomb Damage Repair
ITI. Tasked for Expedient Construction

{List the priorities under the number for each scenario)

SCENARIO

I II ITI

- Security Defense (Weapons/Ammo)
- Earth Moving Capabilities
- Vertical Construction Capabilities
- Horizontal Construction Capabilities
(Concrete and Asphalt paving)
- Well Drilling (water production)
- Quarry Ops
L - Material Testing
' - Barrier Installation
| l - Other (give name)

(a) (If two answers are given under Scenario II, the first is
for RRR, the second is for Facilities and utilitjes. U der
Scenario III, the first is for ramps, the second--

facilities, the third--drainage. NN means not needed)

1 / NN / NN - Security Defense (WVeapons/Ammo)

5 / 3-NN / 1-1-? - Earth Moving Capabilities

NN / NN-3 / 2?2-3-1 - Vertical Construction Capabilities

NN / NN-2 / - Horizontal Construction Capabilities
(Concrete and Asphalt paving)

NN / NN / - Well Drilling (water production)

NN / 4-NN / ?-2-? - Quarry Ops

4 / 5-NN / 2-?-? - Material Testing

2 / 1-NN [/ - Barrier Installation

3 / 2-NN / - Other (Airfield lighting)
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Security Defense (Weapons/Ammo)
Earth Moving Capabilities

Vertical Construction Capabilities
Horizontal Construction Capabilities
(Concrete and Asphalt paving)

Well Drilling (water production)
Quarry Ops

Material Testing

Barrier Installation

Security Defense (Weapons/Ammo)
Earth Moving Capabilities

Vertical Construction Capabilities
Horizontal Construction Capabilities
(Concrete and Asphalt paving)

Well Drilling (water production)
Quarry Ops

Material Testing

Barrier Installation

Security Defense (Weapons/Ammo)
Earth Moving Capabilities

Vertical Construction Capabilities
Horizontal Construction Capabilities
(Concrete and Asphalt paving)

Well Drilling (water production)
Quarry Ops

Material Testing

Barrier Installation

(e) No answer because too many factors are involved. Each situation
separately evaluated.

nust be

(f)

(8, I ~ N Oy ]

O 3

(g)

N NN N

-~

[oA TN % I~ S ] ~3 00 o

NSNS NN

NN N

W

WD 1

Security Defense (Weapons/Ammo)
Earth Moving Capabilities

Vertical Construction Capabilities
Horizontal Construction Capabilities
(Concrete and Asphalt paving)

Well Drilling (water production)
Quarry Ops

Material Testing

Barrier Installation

Security Defense (Weapons/Ammo)
Earth Moving Capabilities

134




(h)

(1)

- |

w o =

~ Oy OO

b
4
1
5

N WO

AREA 4:

11.

~ O~

N~

/
/
/

/
/

/

N W

[s QU RN RS |

y threat

1
5
2

> W O

NN N ~ N

~ Y~~~
&) W

NN e
(S JEN RV e N <N

N N

Vertical Construction Capabilities
Horizontal Construction Capabilities
(Concrete and Asphalt paving)

Well Drilling (water production)
Quarry Ops

Material Testing

Barrier Installation

Security Defense (Weapons/Ammo)
Earth Moving Capabilities

Vertical Construction Capabilities
Horizontal Construction Capabilities
(Concrete and Asphalt paving)

Well Drilling (water production)
Quarry Ops

Material Testing

Barrier Installation

Security Defense (Weapons/Ammo)
Earth Moving Capabilities

Vertical Construction Capabilities
Horizontal Construction Capabilities
(Concrete and Asphalt paving)

Well Drilling (water production)
Quarry Ops

Material Testing

Barrier Installation

CONTINGENCY SUPPORT CAPABILITY

How would you rate RED HORSE's "actual" contingency support

capability against what might be required to support conventional
warfare?

(a)
(b)
{c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(h)
(i)

&N Ww W NI

1

Than

Significantly
- Less

Circle one number.

4 5 6 7
Equal Significantly
Greater
Than

-~ assuming adequate number of RH units.

-~ they do well when they get to there
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12. Low intensity conflict?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Significantly Equal Significantly

Less Greater

Than Than
(a) 6
(b) 6
(c) 3
(d) 6
(e} 6
(£) 4
{(g) 4
(h) 6
(i) 5

13. What changes would you recommend for the current capability of RED
HORSE?

(a) "More training on special capabilities, individual
skill & basic construction techniques.”

(b) Lighter, mobile, more capability

(c) Additional vehicles to move RH within theater.

(d) "Theater manning should be increased due to the

distinct possibility that some personnel may become
casuzitieae very early in a conflict and resupply of
new personnel may not occur for several days.”

(e) Containerized shops. Scrub TA for training versus
mobilization equipment.

(f) Improvements to heavy equipment.

{g) "Update and modernize construction equipment. Enhance
convoy survivability by the addition of armored
vehicles."

(h) "Should go back to a mandatory 5 skill level, at least
in the grade of E-4."

(i) "Realistically review taskings and capabilities.

Determine if all the special capability tasking in 93-
9 can be maintained. Otherwise let's not say 12
people can fly anytime - anywhere."

14. Do you agree that the most important factor which determines self-
sufficiency is the capability of the logistics functions (supply,
vehicle maintenance, etc...)? If not, what is the most important
factor?

(a) "Self-sufficiency is a misnomer. Right now we
interpret this to mean they can go anywhere, eat,
sleep, and defend themselves plus [sic] resources.
Without a logistic pipeline for construction material-
-self-sufficiency is a moot point."
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{c)
(d)

(e)
(f)
(7)
(h)

(1)

15.

Agree, but the ability of the supported MAJCOM to
provide supplies to RH is the key.

Agree

"Yes, but add services support (food services and
water purification, fuel, ect...”

Yes.

Agree.

Yes.

Yes, but availability of trained personnel should also
be considered.

"Logistical support for self-sufficiency is vital, but
if the team or personnel are not prepare - no support
will help that capability.”

In planning to conduct independent--self-sufficient--operations,

which areas do you believe are not fully developed? (Example: Resupply
of consumables) What recommendations do you have?

(a)

(b)
(c)

Logistics pipeline for construction materials and
supplies (Class IV); BOM for RH units.

Contracting and prepositioning

Resupply of consumables and Contracting support
augmentees; European vehicles for in-theater
transportation; WRSK for vehicles and equipment
"Attrition of existing supplies and equipment from war
damage."”

The plans for self-sustaining operations need some
reconsideration.

Equipment authorizations.

No answer.

Vehicle parts—--WRSK, trained personnel, and personnel
replacements.

"If a front line soldier is periodically supplied with
food, ammo, ect..., why not a member of a RED HORSE
organization? We apparently need to get in the main
stream of a support effort (wartime)."
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16. Are the special capability teams adequate?

Place a check in the appropriate box.

NO

- Airfield lighting installation

- Communications

- Concrete Mobile Operations

- Explosive Demolition Operations

- Expedient Barrier Installation

- Material Testing

- Quarry Operations

- Bare Base Installation

- Water Well Drilling

- Disaster Preparedness Mobility Team

IIARNRNARE:

If inadequate, why? Training? Equipment? Manpower?

(a) All yes except Quarry Ops--needs rock crushers for all
units.
(b)
no - Communications--update equipment and training
no - Expedient Barrier Installation--same
no - Quarry Operations--purchase equipment
no - Water Well Drilling--update equip. and training

(c) No answer
(d) All are adequate but materials testing and quarry ops.

(e) Not really. They all need better equipment and training. Our
ability to distribute water is poor. The concrete mobile does not
provide much of a capability. We should reevaluate the need for all of
the capabilities because of the inability to provide strategic 1lift.

(f) Communications are inadequate. Concrete mobile is
only good for small repairs. _.faterials testing needs
more equipment.

{g) Conld use larger equipment for concrete mobile.

{h) Quarry ops and bare base installation.

(i) no - Communications
no - Explosive Demolition Operations ("limited training")
no - Material Testing ("not sufficient schooling")
no - Quarry Operations ("seriously question equipment
movement")
no - Water Well Drilling ("not sufficient professional

instruction”)
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ARERA 5: MISSION

17. What are your thoughts on any potential overlapping of
responsibilities of RED HORSE and Prime BEEF?

(a) "There is a tendency to have RH perform Prime BEEF
tasks." Prime should be maxed out before committing
RH.

{b) No problem--some overlapping will occur because were
all engineers.

{c) "Inevitable, so it shouldn't be a problem.”

(d) "RED HORSE and Prime BEEF responsibilities do overlap

in the areas of force beddown, utility repair, and RRR
to mention a few. This is OK, However, because with
the number of expected personnel and weapons systems
to bed down in a contingency . . . both are going to
be needed.”

(e) No true problem; it is to be expected due to the
nature of the skills involved.

(f) It is good because Prime BEEF personnel can be used to
augment RED HORSE.

(q) "The beddown scenario . . . is just one means of

getting RED HORSE to the war. RED HORSE and Prime
BEEF are just sisters in a big fam11y

(h) "Hardly any if used properly.”

(i) "There seems to be an ever increasing overlapping of
responsibilities and capabilities. Both organizations
need to be reevaluated and redefined to maximize
engineering capabilities.”

18. Should RED HORSE UTCs be tied to combat units for specific and
dedicated support during contingencies?

{a) No--tie to NAF or higher.

(b) No

(c) No

(4) "No. There are took many combat units and only a few

RH units. The combat unit it supports will be
determined by which mission has the greatest need."

(e) No. Should be assigned for regional support.

(£) "Only if combat units are geographically assigned...”
(g) No.

'h) No.

(i) No.

19. For purposes of deliberate planning, should the taskings of RED
HORSE be primarily force beddown, bomb damage repair, or heavy
construction (for base upgrade)?

139




(a) Primarily force beddown and damage repair being
careful not to do the Army’'s work unless they can't

support.

{b) All three.

(¢c) All three.

(d) "Taskings for RH should be war damage repair . . ."

(e) Should be prepared to do all three.

(£) All three.

(g) "RED HORSE could be used for initial force beddown but
planning should be based on heavy construction."”

(h) All three.

(1) "Bomb damage repair."

20. What is your opinion of RED HORSE's role in providing perimeter
security or team security?

(a) Protect their own resources but not base perimeter.

(b) The requirements should be updated IAW AFOSP regs.

{c) "Very important, well worth the training time." [Good
answer--war is unpredictable.]

(d) "If RH units are self-sustaining, they may be required
to provide their own security."”

(e) They are not cops, but they should be ready.

(f) Need to be prepared to do all of it.

(g) "RED HORSE is not security police. The Air Force does

not have enough heavy construction capability for
contingencies. RED HORSE should do resource
protection, work party protection, and convoy

security.”

(h) "Perimeter security is a bad idea." Attrition will
most likely be high and costly.

(i) "Team (work crew) security is the only role that a RED

HORSE unit can adequately accomplish.”

21. What changes, if any, do you recommend to the concept of employment
in hostile environments?

(2) "RH cannot employ in a hostile environment very
effectively.” Should not send a construction unit in
a high risk environment because they won't be able to
do construction.

(b) None

(c) Armor personnel carrier and mini guns.

(d) “"None."

(e) None.

(f) "None. We just need to be more practical."”

(9) No answer.

{(h) "Unknown."

(i) "That RED HORSE units operate in relatively secure
areas or that additional security forces be locally
available."
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22. Who should RED HORSE work for in wartime, i.e., flying unit
commanders, regional CE commanders, etc...?

{a) NAF or higher.

{b) Theater CINCS

(c) NAF for taskings and Regional CE group for policy.

(1) NAF, ". . . too much work at various locations to
assign to a flying unit commander.”

(e) Regional commanders

(£) Flying unit commanders.

(g) "RED HORSE should work for the regional CE commander

for construction, but should report to wing conmanders
during beddown contingencies.”

(h) "W¥ing or installation commander.”

(i) "The HORSE needs to develop . . . a management
structure into the theater of operation scenarios."”

ARER 6: PERSONNEL/SKILLS

23. Are all of the skills currently assigned to the unit needed for RED
HORSE contingency support operations? If you believe some are not
needed, please note those and explain why.

(a) "I =westion asphalt and concrete mobile because they
are Army missions and require significant logistic
support to operate.”

{b) Yes

(c) Yes

(d) All are needed.

(e) All are needegd.

(f) "All are needed, and in addition we need a contracting
officer . . ."

(q) "All are needed."”

(h) No answer.

(1) No answer.

24. How wec:"d you rank the following AFSCs, (1 for most important, 9
for least) in increasing the self-sufficiency of RED HORSE?

~ 90270.......... Medical Service Technician (2)
~ 751x2.......... Training Technician (2)
~ 672%XX. ..., Financial Manager (2)
- B45%X.......... Supply (14)
- 566XxX.......... Environmental Support (5)
- 6616~.......... Logistics Officer
-~ 7024~.......... Family Physician
- 472%%. e Vehicle Maintainers (38)
- 427X ... ... ... Machine Shop Tech (2)
141




A B C F 6 H I J K

7 3 4 - - 2 3 1 2 - 90270
8 9 9 - - 8 8 8 9 - 751x2
9 7 5 - - 6 6 7 8 - 672xx
2 5 2 3 4 2 5 - 645xx
5 6 3 - - 7T 17T 6 1 - 566xx
4 8 6 - - 4 1 9 6 - 6616~
6 4 7 - - 9 9 3 3 - 7024-
1 11 - -1 2 4 4 - 472xx
3 2 8 - - 85 5 5 17 - 427xx

25. Bare Base operations may be divided into 3 phases: (1) initial base
development--1 to 30 days, (2) operations and maintenance--31 to 90
days, (3) Sustained operations--longer than 90 days. In which phase of
operations would you say the following AFSCs would be needed the most?
Place a 1, 2, and/or 3 by each AFSC to specify the phase of operatiocn.

- 90270.......... Medical Service Technician (2)
- 751%2. . ... Training Technician (2)
- B72XX.e e Financial Manager (2)
- 645%XX.... 0. Supply (14)
- 566XX......u..n Environmental Support (5)
- 6616-.......... Logistics Officer
- 7024-.......... Family Physician
- 472X . e Vehicle Maintainers (38)
-~ 427XX. e Machine Shop Tech (2)
A B C D E F
1 1 1,2,31,2,3 - 1 - 90270
3 3 3 3 - 3 - 751x2
3 3 2,3 3 - 3 - 672xx
1,2,3 2 1,2,31,2,3 - 2 - 645xx
1,2,3 2 1,2,3 3 - 3 - 566xx
1,2,3 2 2.3 1,2,3 - 2 - 6616-
1 1 2,3 2,3 - 3 - 7024-
1,2,3 1 1,2,31,2,3 - 2 - 472xx
1,2,3 1 2,3 1,2,3 - 2 - 427xx
G H I J K L
1 2 1 - 1 - 90270
3 3 3 3 - 3 - 751x2
3 3 3 3 - 3 - 672xx
1 1 2 1,2,3 - 2 - 645xx
1 2 1 3 - 3 - 566xx
2 3 2 1,2,3 - 2 - 6616~
3 1 2 2,3 - 3 - 7024-
2 1 2 1,2,3 - 2 - 472xx
3 2 3 1,2,3 - 2 - 427xx
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AREA 7: SUGGESTED FORCE STRUCTURES

When you evaluate the suggested mobility configurations that follow,
please also consider the following qualities for a mobile Civil
Engineering force:

(1) Ability to quickly mobilize personnel and/or equipment

(2) Ability to transition from peacetime mode to wartime
configuration.

(3) Ability to accomplish heavy bomb-damage repair.

(4) Reliability of contingency engineering capabilities.

(5) Command and control relationships.

Five options are provided for your review. Feel free to comment on each
option or recommend others. Please indicate (in the space provided
below) which option you believe has the greatest potential for future
applications.

(a) "For deliberate planning we need the whole shooting
match--all men and all equipment." "For crisis action
planning we need force modules--... small portions of
RH special capabilities when and where needed."
"Therefore it makes no difference how you package the
unit for deliberate planning because we need it all.
Most critical is the force multiplier effect of 400
people. Additionally we expect to hire a contingent
of local nationals as laborers much like was done in
Vietpam. Bottom line--we need RH units and lots of
them. Not smaller pieces at different time. Option
#2 fits best and it is what were doing."

(b) Option 4. 1It is light, mobile, easily deployed, self-
sufficient and contains all the capabilities of
current units.

{c) None of the options fully satisfy important
requirements such as (1) organizing in peacetime the
way you expect to fight in war and (2} taking full
advantage of multi-skilled labor.

COMMENTS: Option #2 might present some command and
control problems. Options 3, 4, and 5 lack refueling
capability and seem to have slow response times.

(d) "The most difficult factor in deploying a RED
HORSE unit to accomplish heavy-engineering work either
for contingencies or war damage repair is transporting
the heavy equipment. In wartime . . . lift will be
extremely limited. The transport . . . will be the
most difficult no matter what the configuration.

Small jobs which require smaller equipment could be
transported by air, but then this type of work could
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also he done by Prime BEEF troops, unless it is a
specialized job like well drilling. Prepositioning
the heavy equipment . . . will improve the response
time tremendously, especially if deploying from CONUS.
If a RED HORSE unit deploys to a contingency not
requiring a whole RH unit, then a advon team should
deploy early t determine the requirements. The
contingency requirements may not require a UTC as
configured in any of these options."”

"My opinion is that the RH echelons . . . should be left as
they are. With computerized systems, these UTCs can
be tailored as the commanders see fit. Reorganizing
the RH structure into any of these options would not
obtain/provide the flexibility a commander needs to
respond to any contingency.”

(e) Option 2. However, they all will work if you have the
proper leadership. In a big war, current UTCs are
appropriate if you can get the airlift. If the HORSE
is not already in theater it is not going to get
there. Once in theater, task organization would be
appropriate.

(f) Likes Option 1 but thinks Option 2 is more flexible
for predetermined tasks.

(q) "I feel that Option 2 is the most supportable by the
war planners and still ensures that RED HORSE
equipment is available when needed.

(h) Option 5.
(1) Option 2 is the best ". . . if coupled with
prepositioning.”
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